ABSTRACT
DEVELOPING SERVANT LEADERSHIP
IN THE WESLEYAN CHURCH OF MYANMAR
Morris Remlal Liana
This project demonstrated the effectiveness of a researcher-designed Servant
Leadership Training Program in influencing pastors and potential leaders in the Wesleyan
Church and kindred bodies in the country of Myanmar. Offered for pastors and
theological students, the program significantly shaped the views, attitudes, and
commitments of the participants away from authoritarian, top-down leadership styles
toward servant leadership approaches to pastoral life. The Church in Myanmar carries an
authoritarian, deferential culture shaped by centuries of dictatorial governance and
Buddhist religion in the culture at large. Thus, the changes influenced by the training
program addressed basic issues of cultural captivity of the Church in Myanmar.
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CHAPTER 1
OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY
Understanding the Problem
About seven o’clock in the morning, I received a call from a church leader in
Myanmar. He said, “We are so tired of our ‘boss-pastor. He leads us like a military
commander.” The whole church is waiting for a ‘leader-pastor’ who will lead us with
loving kindness.” He continued, seriously, “Our pastor is trying to control everything in
the ministry. When he presides at the meetings, the decision must be all according to his
idea. The committee members have no chance to express their feelings and perspectives.
The meetings were just an approving of the pastor’s proposals.” That five-minute
conversation awakened me to see the need for servant leadership in Myanmar.
Another story also suggests other needs in our church. In 1989 at another
Methodist Church in the Northwest part of Myanmar, the senior pastor (now retired) was
burned out in ministry. In the monthly leaders meeting of that society, he said the
following words:
I want to tell you leaders and all our members that no one should expect
me to come to your home for prayer or other ministries. I have enough
work to do with four churches in my circuit: preaching, baptisms,
funerals, weddings, committee meetings, and other ministries. I have too
many responsibilities, and I can’t do it alone. I’m so tired of my job. If I
don’t go to church after retirement, do not blame me.
He was right. He could not do ministry alone. He pastored four churches that together
had over three thousand members. He preached once a month at each church and
performed Holy Communion. Though he had some local preachers in these
congregations, they did little ministry beyond preaching when the pastor was away. One
of the failures of this pastor was not equipping laypeople to do various ministries. This
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pastor himself did not know how to equip the laity because he had not received adequate
leadership training.
These anecdotes, unfortunately, present more than isolated incidents. They are
symptomatic of a widespread leadership need in the Church of Myanmar. In part this
need has come from educational oversight. The main theological institutions preparing
pastors and leaders for the Wesleyan Church1 in Myanmar have historically offered no
courses in Christian leadership. This oversight has proven especially costly because of
other influences at work in the Church of Myanmar.
This need was brought home to me forcefully upon my return to my country in
the summer of 1999. After studying 6 1/2 years in the United States2 I returned to
Yangon, Myanmar, resumed ministries in the Wesleyan Church, and did research for my
dissertation project. I taught the subject of Christian Leadership at Union Biblical
Seminary (UBS) for one semester from July to October 1999. In addition, I held a oneweek ministers’ retreat in November. Out of this teaching and retreat experience, I saw
more clearly than ever before that significant numbers of pastors in the Wesleyan Church
of Myanmar, and also of my students at UBS, lacked a clear understanding of leadership
and vision for Christian ministry. These present pastors and potential leaders seem stuck
in a status quo leadership style that depends on aspects of traditional and institutional
leadership that have proved unhelpful to the Church in Myanmar. That is why I wanted to
develop this servant leadership model.

1

The denomination providing the major sample for this study is the Wesleyan Church of

Myanmar.
2

I came to the United States on 27 July 1994 to study for a Master of Arts in theology at Wesley
Biblical Seminary (WBS), Jackson, Mississippi. After graduating from WBS, I continued my study at
Asbury Theological Seminary, Wilmore, Kentucky, in the Master of Theology and Doctor of Ministry
programs.
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These events opened my eyes to the great need for training present and future
Christian leaders in the Wesleyan Church of Myanmar. The Wesleyan Church suffers for
lack of leadership intentionally fashioned after the image of Christ and informed by
Wesleyan theology, producing healthy, growing, purpose-led churches. In my opinion,
similar situations prevail across the Church in Myanmar. Most denominations appear to
have been preoccupied with institutional welfare. The Wesleyan pastors appear unable to
enlist others to share ministry, hindering the spread of the gospel not only among the
Buddhists but also among nominal Christians in Myanmar. Pastors need proper training
and constant renewing of vision to lead the twenty-first century Church of Myanmar.
The Problem in Context
Brief introductions to Myanmar itself and to the Wesleyan Church there prove
helpful in understanding the research problem, all the more because the history and
culture of Myanmar figure significantly in the problem. Particularly germane is the socioethnic location of the Wesleyan Church, the faith community within which the research
for this project was done. The story of its founding reveals among other things a lack of
vision among Christian leadership and the use of ineffective leadership styles in
Myanmar. These factors, among others, motivated me to develop servant leadership
among my own people in Myanmar.
The Land of Myanmar, Its People, and the Wesleyan Church
Picturesque Myanmar (Burma) with an area of 261,789 square miles is known as
the home of Buddhism (Paxton 253). China, Laos, and Thailand, to the east, and
Bangladesh and India to the west are its neighboring countries. Burma is a union of seven
states, comprising mostly ethnic groups other than Burmese, and seven divisions,
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populated mostly by Burmese. The total population is over fifty million (2002), with 85
percent being Burmans. Various minority groups, such as the Karens, Shans, Chinese,
Chins, Rakhaing, Mons, Kayahs, and Kachins, account for the remaining 15 percent. The
majority eighty-seven percent of the people follow Teravada3 Buddhism (mainly
Burmans, Shans, Mons, and Arakanese). Those following Christianity account for 7
percent. Hindus, Muslims, Animists, and various Chinese religions comprise the rest.
Chin State, one of the seven states most relevant to the present Wesleyan Church,
is located in the northwest part of Myanmar and lies on the border, with Bangladesh to
the south and northwest India to the north. Its 13,907 square miles are primarily
mountainous. Kawl Thang Vuta writes, “Chin State (about 556,900 population) consists
of nine districts based on nine tribal groups, namely, Falam, Haka, Tiddim, Mindat,
Thlantlang, Matupi, Kanpelet, Paletwa, and Tonzang” (4). The Myanmar Wesleyans are
about 85 percent Mizo. Most of the Mizo (Lushai) people live in the Falam district and
Kale-Kabaw area of Sagaing Division. About two million diaspora Chins also live in
India, Bangladesh, and mainland Myanmar (Awr 5).
Before British rule, the Chins lived independently with their own kings. After the
colonial era and the close of World War II, the Chin people joined the Union of Myanmar
according to the Pyinlone Agreement on 12 February 1947 (Nawni 16). Myanmar gained
its independence from Britain on 4 January 1948, 169 days after the national hero,
General Aung San, and eight others were assassinated on 19 July 1947.
The first British Administrator, Colonel Barn, is said to have quipped, “When
God created the world, he forgot to create Chin Hills” (qtd. in Awr 4). Even after
3

“The way of the elders,” is the tradition of Buddhism whose followers believe they are following
the original (“elder’s way”) Buddhism and in which senior monks (theras) hold primary authority in
matters pertaining to the Buddha’s way (Lester 154).
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colonialism, Chin State has remained a rather forgotten land until recently. Mostly
Christians, its people are a minority in the predominantly Buddhist nation. This fact along
with their relative poverty, has led to something of a second-class citizen status for the
Chins. Nevertheless, God has blessed the Chin people through the gospel so that now
Chin Christian leaders are among the best educated in Myanmar, and the Chin tribe
speaks and reads English more widely than any other ethnic group in the country. To
develop a visionary servant leadership there is a significant opportunity among the Chin
people, especially within the Wesleyan Church where I serve the Lord as one of his
servant ministers.
From Baptist to British Methodist
The British Methodist Missionaries started their work in 1887 among the
Burmese people in Mandalay City, in the central part of Myanmar. At that time,
Mandalay was the capital of Burma and the heart of Buddhism. They started working
among the poor, the lepers, the homeless, and the outcasts, eventually operating
orphanages, hospitals, secular schools, and a Ministers Training Institute (Tun 20-25).
The secular schools and hospitals were nationalized by the government in 1974, leaving
the theological college in the hands of the Church. At the same time, the North American
Baptist Missions (ABM) ministered throughout the whole Chin Hills region, in the
northwest part of Myanmar.4
In the late 40s and early 50s, revival broke out among the Chin people under the
influence of Mizoram Christians. Many people were converted to Christ out of animism.5

4

Rev. Arthur Carson (6 August 1860-1 April 1908) and his wife arrived in Haka, the capital of
Chin State, on 15 March 1899. The first converted were Mr. Thuam Hang and Mr. Pau Suan in 1904 (Biaka
61-62).
5
My grandfather Pastor Hrang Thuan was one of the first four pastors of the Methodist Church in
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The revival involved charismatic expressions including speaking in tongues and dancing
in praise with drums, a traditional instrument beloved by the Chins. Strong resistance to
these charismatic features of the revival eventually led to the expulsion from the Baptist
Mission of persons who wanted to retain these practices (1-3 April 1949 at the Golden
Jubilee of the Baptist Mission work in the Chin Hills, Haka City). About 90 percent of
the “dancing Chin people,” as the charismatics were called, left the Baptist Church.
Among these the Mizo and Falam Chin eventually became Methodists, joining the British
Methodists known as the Upper Burma Methodist Church (Upper Myanmar Methodist
Church after 1988).6 They were received February 1953 at the Ridkhawdar Convention
(Biaka 62-64).
As time passed Methodism spread rapidly among the Mizo-Chins both in Chin
Hills and Kale-Kabaw valley. By the time the Upper Myanmar Methodist Church
celebrated its centenary jubilee in 1987, spiritual awakenings had broken out again
among the Chins. Selected sermons of John Wesley translated into Mizo influenced the
content of this renewal, which became known as the “The Truth Wesleyan Revival.”7
Over twenty-seven evangelists traveling throughout Myanmar and Northeast India held
campmeetings and crusades. Mr. Ro Hming Liana (not related to me), known by many as
the “Billy Graham of the Mizo people,” was prominent among them, preaching John
Wesley’s emphasis of the gift of God’s transforming grace and Spirit. From the revival

Chin Hills. They were persecuted a lot by the Baptist missionaries, the local people who were not
converted, and the government officials. Their house was stoned several times and finally burned.
6
The American Methodist church in Burma was known as the Lower Burma Methodist Church
(Lower Myanmar since 1988). Originally “upper” and “lower” were geographic terms designating the areas
of labor of the British and American groups. Now these designations are part of the denominational names,
with the groups working nationally and not confined to geographic zones.
7
Special revivals or moving of God’s Spirit are often given specific names by the Myanmar
Church.
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Mr. Liana also became the founder and President of The Truth Mission Evangelical
Fellowship,8 which is interdenominational organization (Kunga 2).
From British Methodist to Wesleyan
The Truth Wesleyan Revival became a catalyst around which long-standing
ethnic and theological controversies in the Upper Myanmar Methodist Church sharpened.
This situation involved, among other things, the excommunication and subsequent
reinstatement of Ro Hming Liana and the expulsion of several hundred members from
the Church.9 Differences led eventually to the establishment of the Wesleyan Methodist
Church of Myanmar,10 associated with the Wesleyan Church of North America, on 23
November 1997. The Wesleyan Church of Myanmar has twenty-two pastors who take
care of over nine thousand members in forty-five established churches and seventeen
pioneer churches. Most of the Wesleyan Churches are located in Kalay Myo Township
and in Chin Hills.
The Split of Other Churches in Myanmar
Unfortunately the fracturing of the Church of Jesus in Myanmar was not confined
to the Upper Myanmar Methodist Church. Similarly, in 1984 the Lower Myanmar
Methodist (United Methodist) split into three conferences. In 1995 the Christian and
Missionary Alliance Church divided, leading to the founding of the Reformed
Presbyterian Church. The Upper Myanmar Methodist Church from which the Wesleyan
Church came in 1996 split again in June 1997 with the formation of the Falam Methodist

8

The Truth Mission Evangelical Fellowship is a nondenominational fellowship helping churches
reach Buddhists and nominal Christians for Christ.
9
Mr. Ro Hming Liana was excommunicated by Tuingo Methodist pastor in 1989 and reinstated in
March 1996 by the Methodist Conference Standing Committee.
10
The name “Wesleyan Methodist Church of Myanmar” was changed in 2000 to “The Wesleyan
Church of Myanmar.”
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Conference, led by a former president of the Upper Myanmar Methodist Church. In June
1998 the Evangelical Free Church of Myanmar also split, with the new group called the
Truth Evangelical Church. In 1999 the Independent Church of Myanmar also split and
the New Reformed Presbyterian Church was formed in that same year.
No single explanation accounts for all of these divisions in the Church of
Myanmar. Theological differences, ethnic and social conflict, spiritual and ethical
deficiencies, among other things have figured in these developments. The Church in
Myanmar seems especially to have struggled with managing change. The leadership in
the Church in Myanmar has not been adequate for the challenges it has faced in the past
several decades. I am convinced that church leaders desperately need better training and
motivation in order to lead the Church more adequately—hence the present project.
Before outlining the project, I explore features of the Myanmar context that make
development of redemptive Christian leadership there difficult.
Background Influences on Leadership Concepts
Political, cultural, and religious influences have significantly shaped Christians in
Myanmar in ways that present barriers to the development of servant leaders. These
ancient streams of influence have tended to produce more authoritarian leaders inclined
to abuse power vested in them by hierarchical systems native to our culture.
Political Influence
Historically Myanmar has been ruled by different kinds of governments, none of
which have provided a context conducive to the development of servant leadership. It has
experienced democratic leadership only during the brief period from 1948 to 1962.
Ancient Burma. Evidence of ancient Burma surfaces already in 120 BC in
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references to the land by the Chinese Emperor Wu-ti. Rule by kings arose in Burma in
the eleventh century AD with the establishment of the Pagan Dynasty under King
Anawratha (1044-1077). Successive and competing dynasties ruled until the 19th
century. Thibaw Min (“min” means “king”) was deposed by the British in 1885. Thus
authoritarian, monarchical governance shaped Burmese culture for centuries. The Church
has not been immune to this influence.
Under the British (1824-1948). The first war with Britain broke on 11 May
1824, when Sir Archibald Campbell took Rangoon, and ended on 24 February 1826, with
the Yandaboo Peace Treaty. Arakan and Tenasserim came under British control. In 185253, and Lower Burma was added to the British-ruled section. The final war started on 14
November 1885. Two weeks later the last Burmese king, Thibaw Min, was arrested in
Mandalay. Then in January 1886 all of Burma became a British colonial country under
the East India British command, with Rangoon its capital.11
British colonial rule brought significant improvements to the country in
transportation, education, and health care. National communication was enhanced by
introduction of English and Burmese as official languages of the entire colony. Mission
schools and colleges were opened. Nevertheless the form and ethos of governing brought
by the British differed little from the monarchies native to Burma during the preceding
centuries. If anything the rule, imposed from outside, was experienced by the Burmese as
more dictatorial. The Japanese occupation (1942-45), more ruthless than the British,
11

The headstrong young king, confident in his own wisdom and power, and urged by his wife,
was intrigued with the French and picked a quarrel with the Indian government. The end came swiftly.
Within a fortnight, from the summit of the lofty watchtower, (Queen) Supaya Lat beheld the British forces
advancing against Mandalay in a cloud of dust. Thibaw was at the royal bathing-pool when General
Prendergast entered the palace and demanded his instant surrender and abdication. Thibaw and Supaya Lat
were exiled to South India and the Burmese monarchy came to an end. That was in December 1885. On 1
January 1886 Upper Burma was officially annexed to the British Empire (Walker 43).
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brought changes only for the worse. Following World War II, Burma received her
independence from the British on 4 January 1948. This century and a half of British
colonialism impressed further in Burmese culture the image of leaders as authoritarian,
dictatorial figures.
Modern Myanmar (1948-2004). From January 1948 to February 1962 Burma
was ruled by a democratic government. This government was overthrown on 2 March
1962 by General Ne Win who replaced it with the Burmese Way to Socialist Party
government. The new government changed not only political systems but also
commercial systems, education, and other institutions. Foreign missionaries were
expelled from the country in 1966. All mission schools, mission hospitals, and some
other mission institutions were nationalized. Travel out of the country was difficult. At
the same time foreigners were allowed to stay only seven days in Burma. The country
stood isolated from the world.
In 1988, after forty days of civil unrest regarding the mode of government in
Burma, on 18 September, the State of Law and Order Restoration Council (SLORC) took
the reigns of government and continues in power to the present. The name Burma was
changed to Myanmar, which is a name more inclusive of the different ethnic groups that
make up the union. In 1999 the name SLORC was changed to the State of Peace and
Development Council (SPDC). The Myanmar government opened the country’s doors for
foreigners, allowing them to stay for one month, which is extendible. Though the
universities have been open on and off since 1988, Christian Bible colleges and
seminaries have been allowed to continue their work.
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The upshot of this political tradition is that Myanmar persons historically have
had few models of servant leadership of the sort lived and taught by Jesus. Traditions of
authoritarian modes of leadership have profoundly influenced the leadership style of
persons inside and outside the Church in Myanmar.
Cultural Influence
The people of Myanmar are influenced by Burmese culture, where parents or the
head of the household dominate the whole family. Children have no freedom to resist
their father’s decisions, including those concerning marriage. This mind-set influences
the whole community and its concept of community.
Children in Myanmar are taught at home and at school to respect parents,
teachers, and elderly people and to show this respect with body, lips, and heart. This
attitude involves not only respect but also necessary deference to opinions, decisions, and
directions of these respected persons. The authority implicit in such difference is easily
and regularly abused, though there is much to commend this culture. Extended parental
authority can be seen in marriage practices. Arranged marriage remains dominant in
Burmese culture (though it is declining among Christian Chins). Children have little
choice in whom they will marry. Beyond the marriage itself, newly married persons are
expected to live with their parents, with the groom’s parents among the Chins, with the
bride’s parents among the Burmese, until they have several children. In both cases the
couple comes clearly under the authority of the parents, and their income contributes to
support the extended family at the direction of the parents.
The following example illustrates expected public deference expected for
teachers. If a school teacher is approaching on the road, students must stand on the side of
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the road while the teacher is passing, and they must not initiate conversation with the
teacher. Students seldom ask questions in class, nor do they dare resist or disagree with
what the teacher says. Even in one-on-one conversation between students and teachers a
student should not look directly into the eyes of a teacher. This gesture would be
considered insulting to the teacher.
This stream of culture influences the Church and inculcates the idea that leaders
are to be served rather than the notion that leaders are servants of others. In 1999 when I
returned from the United States a letter for one of the Bible college teachers in North
Dagon had arrived. Two days later one student from that Bible college came to our
house. When I asked him to pass the letter to his teacher, I was shocked at his response.
“I’m sorry Sir. I dare not to give this letter to my teacher because in our Bible College
students are not allowed to talk to the teacher. We cannot meet them at their home.” Such
expectations are common in religious education in Myanmar. I am not surprise that in
some classes students have been taught that when they are appointed in the parish they
should ask the people to call them “Sir” or “Madam” or “Doctor” or “Reverend.” Even
Christian schools perpetuate the wide social-cultural gap between the teachers and
students and foster undue preoccupation with tokens of ministerial leadership status. Such
experiences of leadership in Christian education influence the sort of leadership
experienced in the Church.
In addition to the culture of respect for parents, teachers, and elders, male
domination still figures significantly in Myanmar culture, especially among the Mizo
Chins. This domination can be seen, for example, in family religious matters and in
divorce customs. Regarding faith life, James Dokhuma, explains the culture:
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In the Mizo society a woman has to follow her husband’s religion whether
she likes it or not. She has to worship with her husband and her husband’s
god will be her god. Therefore, there is a saying, “Woman and crab have
no religion.” (144)
Regarding divorce, in Burmese and Chin culture, the clan follows the father’s
side, accenting the importance of males. Men may divorce without payment to the clan or
family. Women can be divorced only by paying back the bride price, an insurmountable
task for many poor women. Then, once divorced, she will return to her father’s house
without children or property beyond what she brought to the marriage.
These influences affect ministry in the Church. Among the twenty-two pastors
within the Wesleyan Church in Myanmar, only one female pastor (ordained in 1997 as
the first woman ordained among Methodists in Upper Myanmar and the first female Mizo
ordained from any denomination). Beyond this personnel matter, the issues of the tone
and concept of leadership engendered by a culture of male domination must be
considered.
These cultural streams of high respect and of male domination have potential for
influencing church leadership negatively. They easily stand at odds with the sort of
servant leadership called for by Jesus and Scripture, and they commend a study such as
this one.
Colonial Religious Influence
Before the foreign missionaries were expelled from the country in 1966,
Myanmar had different kinds of missionaries from all over the world. The Methodist
missionaries from America and Britain had divided the field in Myanmar, with
Americans working in the Lower Myanmar region and the British missionaries in Upper
Myanmar. Perhaps since Myanmar was their former colonial country, the British
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missionaries led the Church much like a colonial government. Elder pastors used to
explain to the younger generation the obvious contrast in housing between the British
missionaries and the students. While the missionary teachers at the Methodist Training
Institute (now Myanmar Theological College) lived in large, two-story houses with at
least two servant families, the Bible trainees’ families lived in an eight-foot square room.
Students were forbidden to use electricity, either for cooking or studying. More important
these housing matters were expressions of a larger “colonial” relationship. Even though
Bible students were grown persons with spouses and children, they were treated like
servants.
Whatever the motivation behind this approach by the British, the indigenous
people widely experienced it as “colonialism” in the Church. Many British missionaries
modeled an authoritarian, heavy-handed use of the Episcopal system in the Burmese
leaders’ minds. Unfortunately but perhaps not surprisingly, when the missionaries left
Myanmar in 1966, their Burmese successors in the Church carried on the same patterns
of leadership.
In the British Methodist Church (eventually the Methodist Church of Upper
Myanmar), with its vigorous expression of the episcopacy, pastors were fully vested with
final local authority over the congregation. In Burmese/Myanmar culture, the move from
Episcopal leadership with such authority to authoritarian rule has proven often to be a
short step. Since two-thirds of the Wesleyan pastors were transferred from the Upper
Myanmar Methodist Church, the old ways still have significant impact on the new
Church. Beyond these circles, the clergy in Myanmar generally do not seem to know how
to share their ministry with the laity, often because of the implications for pastoral
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authority raised by such shared ministry. Some realize their need for help in developing
more adequate leadership. Part of my vision is to help present and potential pastors
develop into visionary servant leaders by holding seminars and retreats for clergy and by
teaching at Union Biblical Seminary.
Another anecdote illustrates the manifestation of these streams of influence in
leadership situations of the Church. A prominent person of Myanmar invited forty pastors
to a family member’s memorial service. The house had three rooms. One room was filled
with International diplomats, another was filled with a youth choir group, and the forty
pastors were in the main room. In the main room, all the ordained pastors sat on chairs;
two non-ordained persons (the house owner and another), the only others in the room, sat
on the floor. The scene is reminiscent of students standing “respectfully” by the side of
the road as the teacher passes by and expresses a gap between clergy and non-clergy
similar to the one the culture places between teachers and students.
The specific episode raises culturally and theologically important questions. It
prompts the Church in Myanmar to ponder what approaches to leadership could best
express the servant Spirit of Jesus in its culture.
Contextual Need for Leadership
The sheer numbers in the Wesleyan Church of Myanmar present a leadership
challenge. Twenty-two pastors have the care of over nine thousand members in forty-five
churches. Among those forty-five churches, twelve have over five hundred members, ten
have between two hundred and four hundred members, and the rest have from under sixty
to two hundred members. Some pastors pastor four churches. None of the thirty-two
churches have full-time secretaries or other full-time church staff. Not simply the
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numbers but the Church culture presents a leadership need. In many of churches, the lone
doers are clergy; the laity have become the spectators, watching from the pews. Though
some pastors see their inability to do all the work in the Church by themselves, they do
not seem to grasp the need for developing leadership and partners in ministry among the
laypeople.
Globally the Church ministers in the midst of tremendous cultural change. Some
of this change may demand new approaches to leadership. William Lee Strawhun
believes “a wide gap yawns between the inner life of the Churches and their appeal to
companions in the culture; that chasm can be bridged by better techniques and more
effective technicians” (22). I am of the opinion that the “more effective technicians” will
not so much be “technicians” as “servants,” skilled leaders who are servants, i.e., servant
leaders. Such leaders can help the Church transition into a new paradigm of apostolic
congregations who effectively win unreached people (cf. Hunter, How to Reach Secular
People 35-36, 155-71). Servant leadership offers itself as a transformational agent in this
changing paradigm of ministry. Christian leaders need to see the world with renewed
eyes of the gospel to meet the felt needs of the world.
The Ministry Challenge
My own ministry experience in Myanmar, consultation with numerous laypersons
and frustrated clergy in my home country, increased awareness of the current and historic
forces shaping the Church in Myanmar, and studies in Christian leadership at Asbury
Theological Seminary have prompted serious reflection on the ministry challenge facing
current leaders in the Church of Myanmar.
Clearly something is sadly amiss in Burmese society at large and in the Church in
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particular. Among other things the role of leadership needs to be changed. The answer
will not be an imitation of North American leadership styles or superficial agreement
with North American leadership experts. Leaders need to develop authentic Christian
character and have to learn to live and lead as servants of Christ in ways appropriate to
the culture of Myanmar. At the least servant leadership would mean, surrendering
inappropriate demands for deferential treatment and sharing ministry with laity, not
because these are or are not Western values but because the gospel of Christ calls all
persons to such approaches to human relationships, let alone leadership relationships.
Such changes that deeply touch imbedded cultural values will not happen easily
or quickly in Myanmar (or anywhere else). Nevertheless, this project was more than an
academic exercise. More adequate preparation for Christian leadership over time can
substantially influence the direction of the Church. The courses in Christian leadership I
teach at Union Biblical Seminary in Yangon and the seminars I conducted on servant
leadership for clergy can make small but significant contribution to this process. Potential
for widespread multiplication of influence resides in this approach, because pastors and
lay leaders can themselves be agents of change. Together they can make a different in the
Lord’s ministry.
Biblical and Theological Foundations
I explore Biblical and theological foundations of servant leadership in this portion
because servant leadership without Scriptural base is meaningless for Christians.
The Biblical Story
The Spirit has not preserved Scripture in the Church primarily as a “leadership
manual.” Nevertheless, the Bible presents more than a history of salvation and the gospel
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of God in Christ narrowly construed. One should expect to find instruction in
righteousness that could bear indirectly and perhaps even directly upon Christian
leadership as on other matters important to the faith and practice of the Church.
Moreover, biblical-theological foundations for shaping Christian leadership seem
particularly important in the culture of Myanmar where the dominant worldview is
shaped by centuries of non-Christian culture.
Behind any specific instruction in Scripture related to leadership stands the grand
story that centers the whole and within which any specific instruction must be read. This
grand and powerful “story” carries the so-called “biblical world view” (Wright 123-31).
Any Christian version of leadership must be tested by conformity to this larger story.
This worldview level, among others, that visions of Christian leadership will clash with
the indigenous (read “fallen”) cultures of any land, including those of Myanmar.
According to N. T. Wright, a recent exponent of “story” as the carrier of
worldview, the story found in Scripture runs basically as follows.
1. God created the entire universe and our world as a “good and beautiful place.”
There he made humans in his own image, beings neither “fundamentally determined” by
circumstance nor “pawns” in a cosmic game, but volitional creatures with responsibilities
rising from our god-imaging status (Wright 132).
2. In these “good and beautiful, though transient, world” humans are at home.
They reside not in an alien world from which they must find exit nor a cosmos (vs.
dualism) to which they owe allegiance as to a god (vs. pantheism) but rather in a place
itself the creation of God (Wright 132).
3. “Humanity has rebelled against the creator. This rebellion reflects a cosmic

Liana 19
dislocation between the creator and the creation, and the world is consequently out of
tune with its created intention” (Wright 133). Therefore, evil is not to be associated with
“createdness or physicality” nor simply with humans in discord with their environment.
4. The creator, as he has been acted, will act within his creation to deal with the
weight of evil through the act of human rebellion, and to bring his world to the end for
which it was made, namely that it should resonate fully with his own presence and glory
(Wright 133). This action focuses climactically upon the life, death, resurrection, and
exaltation of Jesus of Nazareth and on the Spirit of the creator. By giving of his son, God
has made credible his promise to redeem the cosmos fully and has in significant measure
begun that redemption in his people.
Leaders must emphasize two closely linked and critical aspects the God of Israel
(the God and Father of the Lord Jesus) discloses in this story. First this God has a vision,
a promising vision for the future of the cosmos he has created and has the capacity to
bring that future to pass. This opportunity is not to be taken for granted in either the
ancient or modern world. Second this God exhibits the capacity and willingness to reveal
his vision of the future to his servants and to engage them in bringing this “preferred
future” into being. For example, in the call of Abram, in the story of Joseph, and
repeatedly among the prophets before and after the appearance of the Messiah. In fact,
Dale Moody claims the entire Bible is a futuristic book looking toward the last things and
the living reality of the one who “anticipates the secrets of the future and establishes the
events of the past” (14). To this future orientation of leadership includes vision.
Vision from the Living God
Leadership research and teaching commonly ranks vision among the major (and
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sometimes primary) qualifications for and/or characteristics of effective leader. Vision
assumes orientation toward the future—a “preferred future” (Hiserote 37), an orientation
itself that involves a certain dissatisfaction with the present and a conviction of the
possibility of a better future in history. This future orientation involves a profound trust
and hope on the part of both leaders and followers.
Biblical revelation brings important counterculture insight of whom God is to
Christian leaders steeped in the culture of Myanmar. The unique God revealed in
Scripture’s grand story finds no counterpart in the major faiths of Myanmar. The
dominant religious influences in Myanmar, Buddhism and Hinduism, exclude an
understanding of a god capable of envisioning and bringing to pass a purposed future for
the cosmos, let alone a “preferred” future. Their understandings of reincarnation do not
issue meaningfully or purposefully bear on cosmic redemption. Their worldviews tend
rather, on the one hand, to reinforce the status quo, or on the other hand to attempt to
escape or transcend it. The covenant was not a business contract but a relationship: “I will
be their God and they shall be my people” (Jer. 31:33, Travis 12-14). Such “relational”
concepts of God cut across dominant theological culture in Myanmar.
In contrast, the God and Father of Jesus have proven able and willing to share his
own vision of his world’s “preferred future” with his servants. He has done so with the
apparent intent of enlisting them in participating with him in bringing about that future.
In Genesis 12 God promises to give Abraham a land, to make of him a great nation, to
bless him and his descendants and then, through them, to bless all the nations of the earth
(Gen. 12:1-3). This brief promise assumes generations of God’s redeeming action
through and regarding persons who will be led by him. It also claims universal relevance
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and shares a universal vision that promises blessing (a “preferred future” indeed). Its
story also explicitly links Abram’s and his offspring’s behavior with the realization of
God’s promises for the world (Gen. 18:17-19; 22:15-18).
The book of Exodus emphasizes the role of Israel’s God in revealing himself and
his vision for their liberated future to them (Exod. 3; 14; 19). This vision shapes Moses’
approach to leadership (Exod. 3-4). It opens to Israel potential of which it could not have
dreamed (Exod. 19:1-6). It calls for Israel’s obedience and trust as a factor in its own
participation in that future (19:5-6; 32-34; cf. Num. 13-14).
More than catchword association links God’s revelation of his own vision of the
future with prophetic visions through which he communicated his word. Like Abraham,
other prophets in the Old Testament were also given visions through which God’s own
vision was unveiled. Isaiah (6:1-6; 9:6-7; 11:6-9), Jeremiah (31:31-34; 33:15-16), Ezekiel
(37:31-33), and Amos (9:13-14) are examples. Indeed the book of Micah casts its whole
contents in visionary terms, introducing it as “the word of the LORD [emphasis mine]
that came to Micah.” (Mic. 1:1). In Israel’s darkest hours, prophets arise to revive the
vision of the promised future of the Lord. In each of these cases these prophetic visions
involve a transforming vision of God himself and have the future he holds for his people.
This situation proves especially striking in the cases of Isaiah (note 6:1-9), and Ezekiel
(note esp. chs. 1-3) and underscores the link between the revelation of God himself in the
grand story and the nature of the future open to those who trust him.
Both Israel and Judah desperately needed this vision because they were tempted
to trust false hopes, to misinterpret their ancient and recent story, and to confuse the
meaning of covenant relationship with YHWH under the influence of alternative faiths in
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their surroundings (e.g., Amos 5:18-24; Jer. 7:4 ff.). Against these errors the prophets
proclaim the truth they receive from God. Thus Lewis J. Hiserote observes, “In
proclaiming the future, the prophets denounced false hopes. Even during a time of
national prosperity Amos proclaimed imminent catastrophe because of widespread
unfaithfulness to God, moral decay, and social injustice (Amos 2:6; 5:18, 23)” (80).
Conversely, beyond sin and consequent catastrophe the prophets saw God’s
vision of Israel’s preferred future. Jeremiah envisioned the day of Yahweh’s new
covenant (31:31-33). Ezekiel proclaimed the coming possibility of national resurrection,
life from death though and only through the power of God’s Spirit (37:1-14). He foresaw
a transformed nation, cleansed, new heart, new spirit, idols gone—all God’s doing
(36:25-28; cf. 18:30-32). Joel proclaimed that spiritual illumination would no longer be
the domain of a spiritual aristocracy (2:28-29).
The New Testament continues the Old Testament’s pervasive future orientation
and provides evidence of God’s continuing impartation of vision. By and large one can
summarize this vision in the radical claim that in Jesus of Nazareth Israel’s and the
world’s God-envisioned future has dawned. Taking their clue from Jesus himself,
Matthew and Mark proclaim God’s kingdom is present in Jesus (Matt. 4:17; Mark 1:1415); Luke presents Israel’s eschatological promises as substantially (4:18-19) and,
perhaps in the end, completely fulfilled in Christ (24:44-49).
The fourth Gospel continues this striking “fulfillment” emphasis but shifts the
accent from future expectation to eschatological fulfillment in the present reality of the
Spirit. As the past relates to the present, the present also mingles with the future.
Wolfhart Pannenberg catches Scripture’s own transformation of perspective in his claim
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that “the present is not independent from the future. Instead, the future has an imperative
claim upon the present, alerting all men to the urgency and exclusiveness of seeking first
the Kingdom of God” (54). Thus God-given vision can be seen as a way of perceiving
reality where it has not been seen with human eyes before. Jesus’ vision allows the
eternal to touch the everyday life in the reality of God’s presence and his promised future.
Moreover Jesus’ vision of the kingdom was not limited to his own earthly life or to the
small band of his earliest followers. Instead he promises that the Spirit-empowered
Church would witness of him “to the ends of the earth” (Acts 1:8, Hiserote 95).
Beyond the Gospels also, the New Testament repeatedly brings these themes
together in one way or another. On the one hand, inspired hopes of Israel for itself and
the world have been and will be fulfilled in God’s action focused in Jesus of Nazareth—
crucified, risen, exalted, and present in the Church through the Spirit. On the other hand,
this reality utterly transforms the future and, consequently, the present. The Pauline and
Petrine epistles repeatedly move with this logic from instruction regarding the work of
God in Christ to a transformed vision of the future and to exhortation regarding the living
of everyday life now.
The work of God in Christ reveals understanding of Israel’s story and a bold
rereading of it under the astounding impact of the life, death, resurrection, and exaltation
of Jesus of Nazareth. Often the references are allusions, caught only by persons familiar
with Israel’s story and Scripture. At other times the apostles explicitly and extensively
move from Israel’s story and hope to its fulfillment in Christ and the consequences
thereof (e.g., Rom. 9-11; 2 Cor. 3-5; Heb.; 1 Pet. 1-2). Perhaps most significant along
with the fulfillment in Christ is the Old Testament prophet Joel’s hope that one day, by
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the pouring out of the Spirit of Israel’s God, the business of receiving God’s own vision
and dream of the future and of proclaiming it as God’s word would be the experience of
all God’s people young and old, male and female, servant and master (Joel 2:28-29).
Luke explicitly claims the hope of fulfillment in Christ has become the experience of the
new people of God, the Church (Acts 2:17-21). Vision and dreams born of the Spirit now
guide all the Church of God.
To summarize and reflect a bit further, perhaps the most striking biblicaltheological foundation for Christian leadership appears in Scripture’s overall story. The
revealed vision shapes approaches to leadership, calls for faith and obedience, and
transforms the present as lived in light of the revealed, preferred future. Here one finds
solid ground for emphasizing Christian leaders as persons who articulate a vision, granted
by God, and engage and enable persons in realizing that future. Beyond the above stories
more specific instruction in righteousness proves germane to Christian leadership. I refer
to the image of “servant” and its direct impact on leadership theory and practice.
Servant as Leader
Jesus saw himself as Isaiah’s “servant of the Lord” and, therefore, also as the
servant of others. The New Testament makes abundantly clear (e.g., Luke 4:16-21; Matt.
20:28; 1 Pet. 2:18-25). What must be emphasized here is that both Matthew and Mark
bring self-understanding of Jesus as servant directly to bear on the question of leadership.
These evangelists relate Jesus’ claim that he came “to serve and not to be served” directly
to the problem of leadership among the disciples (Matt. 20:28; Mark 10:45).
As both Matthew and Mark tell, the Zebedees requested prominent places of
leadership in Jesus’ coming kingdom (Mark 10:35 ff.). The other disciples implicated
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themselves as sharing such desires (Mark 10:41). In response to the quest for power and
position through leadership, Jesus articulates a totally countercultural view of leadership.
In Jesus’ view of leadership, servants (diakonoi) are considered “great” and slaves
(douloi) are “first.” Here, as George Lyons’ says, “True greatness is found in service, not
in domination—in the cross, not the crown” (1451). Not only so, but Jesus’ presentation
included explicit contrast of this servant leadership mode with (1) dictatorial, “lord it over
others” (katakurieuein, Mark 10:42) leadership identified with pagan/Gentile (ta ethne)
oppression and, by implication, (2) the similar view apparently espoused by the twelve.
Especially in the Mark context, the evangelist traces such views of dictatorial
leadership directly back not simply to a pagan or a Jewish problem. Instead he traces this
hunger to dominate to the universal human problem of alienation from God. Such
authoritarian, “lord it over others” views Mark aligns with the “thoughts” (i.e., values,
views, culture) of Satan and “normal” human beings (anthropoi). He places them in
direct conflict with the thoughts of God and Jesus, his Messiah (Mark 8:31-9:1). As D. A.
Carson observes Jesus’ approach to leadership and life was radical: “Imagine a slave
being given leadership! Jesus’ ethics of leadership and power in his community of
disciples are revolutionary” (432; cf. Lyons 1451). This view stands as universally
countercultural approach.
Clearly Jesus’ picture of the servant of the Lord carries profound implications for
Christian leadership at both of its poles—the leaders and the followers—in all cultures.
Mark and Matthew write not simply for leaders but for disciples of Jesus in general. That
is, they intend the Church at large should embody the servant life. Laypersons should
“think” like God and his Messiah, not like Satan and “regular” sinful persons. At the
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same time, the Gospel writers preserve Jesus’ direct connection of this general servant
picture with the special question of apostolic leadership and presumably with the issue of
Christian leaders following them. Leon Morris says, “It is in giving service, not in
receiving adulation, that true greatness consists” (Minister of God 578).
Jesus’ Model of Servant Leadership
Jesus conducted his ministry in a province occupied by foreign troops of the
Roman emperor and eventually ruled locally by a Roman procurator. Few complimentary
things can be said about these persons. They were crass, totally pragmatic, brutal, cruel
and insensitive (Wright 159-61, 170-76). Perhaps a classic but representative picture can
capture Jesus’ approach. The persecution of Romans did not change his model of servant
leadership demonstrated in his earthly ministries.
In such a social context, Jesus acted out his leadership by doing the work of a
servant or slave, washing his disciples’ feet (John 13:1-20). George R. Beasley-Murray
comments, “The action of Jesus in removing his outer garment and tying a towel around
him underscores the humiliation of his action” (233). Foot washing, in fact, was not even
for the Jewish slaves (Lev. 25:39). Beasley-Murray continues, “The menial nature of foot
washing in Jewish eyes is seen in its inclusion among works which Jewish slaves should
not be required to do (Ex. 21:2; 82); the task was reserved for Gentile slaves and for
wives and children” (233). This dramatic leadership and teaching expressed the spirit of
the suffering servant of Isaiah 53, who “poured out his life unto death, and was numbered
with the transgressors” (Isa. 53:12). Although John emphasizes that Jesus’ towel and
basin service issued from personal and spiritual strength (John 13:1-3), his actions turned
the power scale of his world’s leaders upside-down in this exhibition of servant
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leadership.
Jesus expressly urged his behavior in this incident as a pattern for his disciples
(John 13:14). He is clearly aware that the model of leadership that he dramatizes is
contrary to all expectations in his own (and the world’s) culture. He deliberately
underscores his titles of “Teacher” and “Lord” and the implied honor they carry (vv. 1314). This authority and honor he owns as rightfully his he places side by side and in stark
contrast with the servant’s work he has just done. Here is one who sets aside himself in
order to meet the needs of others. Jesus presents the core example of serving God the
Father and others in his name. It is a classic picture of servant leadership. Leighton Ford
rightly applies this concept directly to Christian leadership: “There is sovereignty,
suffering and servanthood in spiritual leadership: through these comes greatness. Only by
becoming a servant can we achieve first place” (152).
Paul’s Model of Sharing Ministries in Servant Leadership
From Old Testament “servant of the Lord” orientations and surely from the
teaching and example of Jesus himself (cf. Phil. 2:1-12), Paul characteristically identified
himself as a servant/slave (doulos)—first of the Lord (e.g., Rom. 1:1; Gal. 1:10) and also
of God’s people (e.g., 2 Cor. 4:5).
Paul’s deliberate; servant stance emerges among other places in his theology of
ministry, leadership, and church, body life. He refers relatively little to persons unto
themselves but rather as parts of the whole community of God's people. In Romans 14:14, Paul warns the early Church not to judge another’s servant; elsewhere he speaks of
“Phoebe our sister, who is a servant of the Church” (Rom. 16:1); “Epaphras, our dear
fellow servant” (Col. 1:7).
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He brings forward from Scripture’s larger story the themes that the God of Israel
gifts and empowers persons he calls for service to his people and also enables service to
him and for the body to be shared by the people themselves (e.g., Exod. 35:30-36:4). His
clearest exposition of this approach to ministry appears in Ephesians 4. Here God
provides the Church with leaders (prophets, pastor teachers) specifically to prepare His
people (the saints) for the work of service (ministry), so that the body of Christ may be
built up in unity and love (4:11-16). Paul seeks to encourage the leaders and members of
the body of Christ to be servants of one another and the Lord. He envisions shared
ministry in which neither the body’s leaders nor those led cling to power or their own
ministries. Rather they serve one another for the body’s growth. He also includes himself
as a model servant of God and all men (1 Cor. 9:19).
In Ephesians the “gifts” for Paul were “people gifts,” i.e., prophets, pastor
teachers he has given, for equipping the saints for service. Elsewhere (Rom. 12:4-8; 1
Cor. 12-14), he expounds the specific sorts of gifts the sovereign Spirit gives to the saints
in order to accomplish the building of the body. In both Ephesians 4 and 1 Corinthians
12-14, this gifting is closely related to questions of Church unity and growth in love.
Once the community experiences “oneness in spirit,” where love is the main
relationship, they will then share the ministry according to their spiritual gifts. God gives
all the saints spiritual gifts and wants them used in ministry. He bestows different gifts on
different people (1 Cor. 12:4-6) and intends every Christian believer to manifest spiritual
gifts under his sovereignty. Thus clearly as everyone is responsible to believe in Christ
for his or her salvation, everyone has a responsibility to serve the Lord. In his widely
used study of the spiritual gifts, Kenneth C. Kinghorn points out the responsibilities of
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both clergy and laity: “God wills that every Christian exercise spiritual gifts.... The gifts
of the Holy Spirit are not exclusively for ordained clergymen or for any elite group of
Christians—they belong to every member of Christ’s body” (26).
Four major Pauline passages relate to the gifts of the Holy Spirit: Romans 12:6-8;
1 Corinthians 12:4-11; 12:28; and, Ephesians 4:11. From these passages twenty different
gifts can be listed, including prophecy, teaching, serving, exhortation, giving, giving aid,
compassion, healing, working miracles, tongues, interpretation of tongues, wisdom,
knowledge, faith, discernment, apostleship, helps, administration, evangelism, and
shepherding. The reason God gives these gifts to the believers is to serve him by using
these gifts in the ministry. The whole congregation must serve the Lord in different ways.
All the above listed gifts are important in the ministry for God has plans for each
believer. These gifts remind leaders that no one person, including pastors, will have them
all, nor can leaders do all the ministries required for the growth of the body. This reality
of God’s own gifting and equipping of laity for ministry calls clergy to share ministry
with the laity in order that all these spiritual gifts can function and the Church grow.
When Christian clergy share their task with lay leaders dictatorship has no place
in servant leadership style. Instead leaders serve the people with love and respectful care.
According to Thomas C. Oden, servant leadership “requires the recognition of these gifts,
finding ways of structuring, planning, and organizing life together in a Christian
community so that these gifts may be best put to use (160).
This Pauline concern for community life together surfaces also in what one might
call the “one another” theology. The early saints were members of one another (Rom.
12:5; Eph. 4:25), building up one another (1 Thess. 5:11; Rom 14:19); loving one another
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(1 Thess. 3:2; Rom. 13:8), caring for one another (1 Cor. 12:25); bearing one another's
burdens (Gal. 6:2); and, forgiving one another (Eph. 4:32) in order to be devoted to one
another in love (Rom. 12:10) and living in harmony (Rom. 12:16). In light of this
togetherness, Oden explains pastoral leadership:
Within this body, the pastor is expected to help the whole organism to
work together for good; to strengthen its cohesiveness; add to its
integrated self-understanding; help provide a unified interpretation of its
mission; and discipline, direct, train, and guide it where necessary. This is
pastoral leadership. (161)
Going beyond Paul, Gordon D. Fee summarizes, “The model that emerges in the
New Testament is not that of clergy and laity, but of the whole people of God, among
whom the leaders function in service of the rest” (7). Sharing ministry and care for one
another reflect meaningfully the mind of openness, humility, love, and passion for the
lost embodied in the servant ministry of Paul. God calls Christian leaders to this model in
the ministry.
God’s Preparation and Preservation of Servant Leaders
God’s initiative in the preparation of particularly important leaders in the biblical
story deserves note, even though the scriptural presentation on this question is varied.
The book of Judges, for example, supports the sort of charismatic, God-called leaders
over against the stability of a monarchy with dynastic succession. On the other hand,
institutions in Israel led mainly by dynastic succession or family succession (the
monarchy and the priesthood) did not prove to be particularly effective in producing
worthy leaders either (cf. Mal. 2). The Scriptural story does show God’s initiative in
rising up leaders especially for particularly pivotal missions or critical periods. This
project examined how God prepared and led these servant leaders. He called, cleansed,
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anointed, trained, empowered, commissioned, guided, preserved, and crowned them. In
the presentation that follows, I depend heavily on John William Kirkpatrick’s study of
how God develops servant leaders in “A Theology of Servant Leadership” (191-239).
God calls his servant leaders. God called Abraham to leave his country,
relatives, and his father’s house to go where God would later show him (Gen. 12:1).
Moses was called to lead the Israelites out of Egypt while he was tending the flock near
mount Horeb in the land of Midian (Exod. 3-4:17). God called David, the son of Jesse
while he was a young lad to be the greatest king of Israel (1 Sam. 16:1-13). Similarly,
Jeremiah was called to be a great prophet in his youth (Jer. 1:5-6). The disciples were
called while they were doing their daily business (Matt. 4:19-22). The apostle Paul
received an unavoidable call from God on his way to Damascus to persecute Christians
(Acts 9:3-6). Kirkpatrick writes, “God’s sovereignty elects in pre-determined ways those
who are to act as His servants” (194). Kirkpatrick’s more deterministic construal of
God’s working can surely be contested, but his emphasis on the sovereign initiative of
God is helpful. God intersected the lives of all of these persons without their invitation,
according to his own purpose. God’s calling in these cases was specific to their person
and mission. In the cases of Jeremiah and Amos, the fact of God’s call upon their lives
provided stability and protection in later times of adversity (cf. Amos 7:14-15).
God cleanses and anoints them. Since God is holy, he calls his people and,
dramatically, his leaders to be holy as well. In Old Testament theology, “the holy” stands
paired with “the clean,” not quite as synonyms but inseparably linked (cf. esp. the
summary in Lev. 10:10). To be clean is to be holy; to be unclean is to be unholy.
Therefore, God cleansed his selected leaders before they served and led the people. When
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Isaiah received his vision, he realized that he had unclean lips. God cleansed not only his
lips but also his heart and made him ready to preach his words (Isa. 6:6). God anointed
David when he first called him (1 Sam. 16:13) and cleansed his heart after his sin (2 Sam.
12:13; Ps. 51). The apostle Paul received God’s anointing from Ananias and was
cleansed from his blindness, which represented his sins and the darkness of his heart
(Acts 9:10-19; 22:16). Paul himself then later instructs leaders in the need for them to
lead out of a pure heart and holy life, admittedly not always using this specific
vocabulary (1 Tim. 1:5, 18-20; 6:11-16).
God trains his servant leaders in his ways. God teaches great leaders first,
before they train others. God shaped persons like Abraham, Moses, and David through
direct encounters with them. Some he trained through their home instruction, such as
Hannah’s Samuel (1 Sam. 1:21-28) and Mary’s Jesus (Luke. 2:5). God ordained
instruction at the sanctuary (Deut. 33:10; Isa. 2:3). He established or providentially
provided one-on-one mentoring, e.g., Moses and Joshua (Deut. 31:22-23; 34:9), Elijah
and Elisha (2 Kings 2:6-9), Eli and Samuel (1 Sam. 3:1), Paul and Timothy (1 Tim. 1:1,
18-20). Jesus proved to be the mentor par excellence. He trained his disciples by
showing, teaching, modeling, and engaging during his ministry on earth. He spent most
of his time with his disciples during his earthly ministry. He called them, taught them, ate
with them, slept with them, prayed with them, and worshipped with them in synagogues
and the Temple (Luke 13:22-19:28; John 10:40-11:54; Matt. 19:1-20:34; Mark 10:1-52).
The exalted Christ prepared and trained the apostle Paul before and after he called him on
the Damascus road (Acts 22:3, 25). Paul received his training from God through
experience.
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God commissions his servant leaders into the world. God commissions his
selected leaders, thus providing strong motivation. He gives them specific commands for
what they should or should not do. Immediately after Isaiah’s lips were cleansed. God
commissioned him to go and proclaim his message (Isa. 6:6). Having seen the vision of
God in the temple, Ezekiel received his prophetic commission to be God’s messenger to
the people of Israel (Ezek. 1:4-28). When Jesus called Peter, Andrew, John, and James to
follow him, he commissioned them to be “fishers of men” (Matt. 4:19; Mark 1:17; Luke
5:10). Jesus commissioned Paul to do crosscultural ministry knowing Paul would
experience both suffering and joys (Acts 9:15-16; 22:18). God commissions leaders to do
his specific tasks, not those of the human agenda. Kirkpatrick says, “The resources of the
commission are the unimpeachable authority of God and the inexhaustible power of the
Spirit of God” (204).
God empowers his servant leaders. To accomplish the servant leadership
function, God empowers his chosen leaders. Servant leaders must have God’s enabling to
influence people and to overcome evil that is everywhere at work in the world and
adversity they encounter. Kirkpatrick claims of leaders, “Their task of receiving the Word
of God and imparting it faithfully to hostile listeners and against the force of demonic
opposition was so demanding as to require the power of God” (211). God promised
Jeremiah a mighty power—his own presence—to win the battle into which God was
sending him (Jer. 1:19). Instead of depression, frustration, and giving up his task,
Jeremiah received power to deliver the Word of God to his nation. After having called
Moses, God empowered him to deliver the Israelites from the bondage of Egypt. God’s
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own presence, “I will be with you” (Exod. 3:12) and the capacity to do unusual deeds by
the power of God (Exod. 4:1-9) were key here.
This empowering “presence” of God in the New Testament becomes explicitly
identified with the Holy Spirit, the Spirit of Christ. Jesus commanded his disciples to wait
for the Holy Spirit in Jerusalem in order to fulfill the Great Commission boldly. Then on
the day of Pentecost, the Holy Spirit came. The company of gathered disciples was made
ready and able to give witness to the life, death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ (Acts 2).
Paul declares he was empowered by the Spirit. In confrontation of opposition, he writes,
“For the Kingdom of God does not consist in talk, but in power” (1 Cor. 4:20). In an
entirely different tone he confesses his weakness becomes his strength through the power
of Christ and the Spirit (2 Cor. 4; 12:9-10).
God sustains those he calls. When God selects leaders, he commissions them to
do specific ministries. God empowers and preserves them until the mission has been
successfully completed. The power and security involved here do not come from “natural
resources, abilities or strength, but from the throne of God” (Kirkpatick 205). The only
source of power and preservation is from God, as the prophet Zechariah proclaimed to
the leader of the embattled post-exile community: “Not by might nor by power, but by
My Spirit” (Zech. 4:6). God promised to be faithful to sustain Jeremiah when he called
him: “Be not afraid of them, for I am with you to deliver you, says the Lord” (Jer. 1:8).
God not only preserved Daniel from fire and hungry lions, but also promoted him to be a
senior administrator to the new government of Babylon (Dan. 3:17-18, 25; 6:18-22). The
Lord sent an angel to release Peter from prison and the name of the Lord spread
throughout Judea through this miraculous deliverance (Acts 12:11). Paul was rescued
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several times from danger (2 Cor. 11:24-28). Jesus encouraged his disciples to stand firm
and depend on the power of the Holy Spirit (Matt. 10:20-21). He wanted them to know
that the world would hate them, isolate them, mock them, wrongfully accuse them, abuse,
and harm them (Matt. 10:22, 23). No matter what might happen to them, Jesus assured
them by promising that everyone who confessed him before others would be remembered
before his Father in heaven (Matt. 10:32).
This appeal by Jesus finally to the eschaton as the scope of God’s “sustaining”
promise sounds a sober reminder. It leads back to Jeremiah’s story, which ends with the
prophet isolated, rejected, and quite likely in some considerable danger in Egypt (Jer. 4244). Jesus’ promise and Jeremiah’s experience, among other aspects of Scripture
teaching, warn against superficial understandings of God’s sustaining grace. Indeed, the
promise to sustain carries in it the implication of adversity through which God will
sustain one. God’s capacity to deliver his servants from great odds we clearly see. Just
clearly the reality appears that God’s servants do not always succeed in their missions, at
least not in the short term. We see clearly the suffering and adversity through which they
may pass precisely because God has called them to lead. Perhaps we learn that God’s
sustaining grace deals as much or more with supporting the faithfulness of his leaders
than with deliverance of them from harm or adversity.
God guides his servant leaders. God guides his leaders to fulfill their mission. In
Abram, both the reality and the complexity of this guiding process appear. God tells
Abram to go to the land “which I will show you” (Gen. 12:1), clearly implying the
guidance that followed periodically (e.g., 13:14-17; 15:1-6). Equally clear in the story is
Abram and Sarah’s lack of clear guidance on many aspects of the walk with God upon
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which they had embarked. Their own perception of God’s will, their own attempts to
“live out” their understanding of God’s will became part of the process.
Typically in Scripture the guidance of God came (singly or in combinations)
through visions, dreams, messengers, circumstances, and reasons (e.g., Ezek.).
Sometimes God’s guidance was clear, but sometimes it could be less clear and
complicated. Even so, critical guidance must come from God, and leaders must follow
God’s way rather than their own; otherwise, the devil can easily lead them stray. Leon
Chambers summarizes the need of God’s guidance:
The Bible is consistent in its recognition of the need for divine guidance.
While Jeremiah saw man’s lack of guidance, as the basis of the need for
guidance (Jer. 10:23). John saw the lack of the truth (John 16:13). The
Spirit does guide through inner impression of revelation, but always in
harmony with the Scriptures and with providence, there is also in true
guidance an inner reasonableness. The criteria of Scriptures, providence,
righteousness, and reason enable us to judge whether our impression is
truly of the Spirit. (244)
Kirkpatrick links the guidance of God to the receptivity of the servant leader. Not
only does God guide leaders he chooses to be humble and meek in their leadership, these
qualities themselves are central to being led of God in the long run. “Meekness is a
quality of strength and spiritual authority which causes the leader to be under control and
subject to the will of God at all times” (223). Here I come back to the distinctive,
countercultural thinking of the servant as leader revealed in Jesus (Mark 10 and Matt.
20). God’s guidance received in a humble way is crucial for Christian leaders.
God gives his servant leaders victory in ministry. When God calls, equips,
protects, and guides the leaders he chooses, he crowns them with victory in mission, not
the victory of human achievement but of the Lord Jesus who overcomes death with
resurrection. Moses had victory over the Egyptian king (Exod. 12), and over the red sea
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(Exod. 14). On the day of Pentecost, the disciples baptized about three thousand souls for
their first fruit after they were empowered by the Holy Spirit (Acts 2:41). From that day
on, the apostles were well equipped to fight against an evil world. If the gospel seed is
planted on the ground of faith in Jesus’ life, death, and resurrection, it truly grows and
multiplies, like mustard seed (Matt. 13:32; Mark 4:32; Luke 13:18-19). Robert E.
Coleman explains this way:
The apostle’s faith in the living Christ was so imbedded in his life that it
had solidified into a rock—a rock which Peter recognized to be his Lord,
‘the chief cornerstone,’ on which all believers were ‘living stones’ in the
construction of his church (1 Pet. 2:4-8; Eph. 2:20-22). (99)
Jesus urges his disciples to abide in him so that they may bear fruit (John 15:117), and not be cut down and thrown into the fire (Matt. 3:10; Luke. 13:7). In King
David’s praise, he links his own triumph with God’s doing: “I will triumph in the works
of your hands” (Ps. 92:4). Paul also praises Christ’s victory even in the presence of great
adversity: “Now thanks be to God who always leads us in triumph in Christ” (2 Cor.
2:14). Jesus promises to those who are faithful in him that he will praise them by saying,
“Well done, good and faithful servant” (Matt. 25:23) and “He who overcomes, I will
make him a pillar in the temple of My God, and he shall go out no more” (Rev. 3:12).
This note of victory is the frame of reference for service of those who follow God’s call,
even in the face of conflict and suffering, as here in the book of Revelation and as seen
earlier in the picture of God’s sustaining power.
To sum up these aspects of developing leadership, one must understand that great
leaders are the ones who do not depend on themselves but on God’s power. God is the
one who calls, cleanses, anoints, trains, empowers, guides, and leads leaders into
triumphant victory in completion of their commission.
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Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this project was to design, use, and evaluate a training process for
pastors and potential leaders in the Wesleyan Church of Myanmar that will help develop
skills and character for servant leadership. The study assessed changes in perceptions of
the Christian leader’s role that occurred in the participants in the training program on
servant leadership. The training process attempted to ignite a desire in each participant to
have a personal and corporate vision for servant ministry and to provide understanding on
how to implement this vision. My intention was to inspire Wesleyan Church leaders to
become lifelong learners, always looking forward and willing to shift ministry paradigms
when traditional approaches prove ineffective for ministry. In order to achieve this
purpose, the following research questions were explored.
Research Questions
Three major questions guided my research.
Research Question #1
What changes occurred in the selected pastors’ and students’ understanding of the
role of Christian leaders subsequent to their participation in the servant leadership
training?
Research Question #2
What changes occurred in participants’ awareness of and commitment to servant
leadership training?
Research Question #3
How helpful and important was each element in the servant leadership training
program in influencing the participants’ understanding of and commitment to servant
leadership?
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Population and Sample
The study sample was composed of twenty clergy from the Wesleyan Church of
Myanmar and another twenty students from the Union Biblical Seminary in Yangon. In
both cases the population and sample were identical. The twenty pastors comprised all of
the available pastors of the Wesleyan Church of Myanmar. The pastors included seven
under the age of 40, five between 40 and 50, and the remaining eight over 50 years of
age. Unfortunately, we have only one female pastor in the Wesleyan Church. These
pastors represent five districts of different racial groups. In the case of the students, all
English proficient, degree-seeking students registered for the course in Christian
Leadership comprised the population/sample. Seven women and thirteen men populated
the student sample. Like the other students at Union Biblical Seminary (UBS), these were
under 30. They represented five different denominations: the Wesleyan Church, the
Upper Myanmar Methodist, Myanmar Baptist Convention, the Christian and Missionary
Alliance, and the Presbyterian Church of Myanmar.
Methodology
This project was an evaluative study in the descriptive mode. It studied the
attitudes and leadership styles of two different groups, selected pastors of the Wesleyan
Church and selected students at Union Biblical Seminary in Yangon. The study
proceeded in the following steps. First, a set of pretest questions and some other
information were sent to all of the forty selected participants prior to the planned training
courses. The pretest dealt with perceptions of present pastoral character, attitudes, and
leadership styles including the subjects preferred by these participants for pastoral
leadership. Second, I sent a packet of selected literature to the pastors in order to have a

Liana 40
better understanding of their ideas on servant leadership before the seminar. Third, in
October 2000 I conducted a five-day seminar for ministers, including those selected for
the study, dealing with the character, attitudes, and leadership styles of servant leaders.
Fourth, at Union Biblical Seminary, I taught two months on the subject of servant
leadership with the selected student sample among those taught. Fifth, after the pastors’
seminar and the teaching at the seminary, participants filled out the posttest forms. The
posttest aimed to discover how the seminar and/or seminary classes affected the
participants and to ascertain the commitments made regarding visionary servant
leadership. I also conducted interviews with five pastors and five of the selected students
from the selected participants. Sixth, I drew conclusions from an analysis of the pretest
and posttest responses of the pastors and students and the study of interviews conducted.
Definition of Terms
Here I explain the terms used in this paper. A familiarity with the following
definitions is necessary for a complete understanding of the study.
Leader
The term leader in this study refers to a person of godly character, influence,
inspiration, and sacrifice who casts a clear and compelling vision of a better future for
those he or she serves and then seeks to guide others toward realizing that vision.
“Christian leaders are agents of transformation who, through building relationships and
empowering the Church for ministry, pursue the future God will provide” (Hiserote 21).
Leadership
In this study leadership designates the exercise of the calling to serve Christ and
his people as a leader. Leadership names a vocation and not primarily a position. It
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entails character that supports profound trust from those one is called to lead and also
skills germane to the task. True leadership means a working relationship among group
members (Lewis 46).
Servant Leadership
Servant leadership means a model of leadership, exemplified most definitively by
Jesus, in which leaders lead by serving those they are called to lead. Servant leadership
emerges through character traits seen in Jesus’ teaching and doing of leadership and
developed through the servant leaders growing relationship with Christ, traits eventually
known in the Church as “the fruit of the Spirit” (Gal. 5:22-23). Servant leadership
purposes to love as God loves and to express that in service to God’s children in and
beyond the Church.
Boss Pastor
Boss pastor is a derogatory Burmese expression. Adding the word “boss” to such
nouns as pastor or teacher connotes particularly dictatorial persons in these roles even in
Myanmar’s generally authoritarian culture. Thus a “boss pastor” tends to rule the
congregation like a dictator. Instead of serving them, the boss pastor dictates the systems
and controls the power from the top, centralizing authority in his or her office. Boss
pastors typically force committees to confirm their own prejudgments.
Overview of Chapters to Follow
The next chapter examines two main areas of scholarship informing this study
beyond the research in its biblical foundation. First I explore theological inquiry
regarding the priesthood of all believers, and second, the literature informing leadership
theory and practice.
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Chapter 3 provides more detailed explanation of the project design. Chapter 4
offers an analysis of data collection during post-seminar interviews, my observation
during the seminars, and written evaluation of both pre- and posttest returns from
participants. Chapter 5 reports, interprets and evaluates the major findings of this study
and presents suggestions and conclusions from the findings.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE
This chapter informs the project from two main areas of scholarship: theological
inquiry and studies in leadership theory and practice. I pursue the particular theological
concern of the priesthood of all believers and its direct bearing on understandings of
leadership. Scholarship on leadership theory and practice constitutes the second and
larger area of research. Both inform the actual development of servant leaders. Before
opening the theological resource, a brief report on research defining leadership itself is
appropriate.
What is Leadership?
Implicitly and explicitly current understandings of leadership emphasize (1) the
capacity to see and articulate a desired future and (2) the ability to engage and enable
persons in bringing that future to pass. Robert K. Greenleaf, former director of
management research at AT&T, emphasizes understandings like these in his “two sets of
requirements” for leadership: “the ability to set and articulate goals and reach them
through the efforts of other people and the ability to satisfy the people whose judgment
must be respected even under stress” (295). Earlier he focused on leadership’s required
“futuring” capacities by defining a leader as “one who goes ahead to guide the way”
(294). Thus Dale Galloway, former Dean of the Beeson Institute at Asbury Theological
Seminary, describes leadership as “the ability to ‘be out in front’ of a group, setting goals
in accord with God’s will and enlisting the harmonious efforts of the group to achieve
these goals” (“Developing Leadership”). At a more fundamental level, John C. Maxwell
cites Leo Sandon’s understanding of the power of the pastor-leader as “his ability to
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influence,” especially “influence in the shaping of decision and policy” (Developing the
Leader within You 22). Here leadership involves shaping “decision and policy” (i.e.,
future-determining matters). George Barna gets at this in terms of “plans” and
“objectives” and explains, “Leadership is the ability to put ... plans into practice, and to
accomplish ... specified objectives through the skillful management of people, time and
tangible resources,” raising also the second issue of “engaging persons” (Power of Vision
105).
Maxwell emphasizes this second feature of leadership (engaging persons) when
he defines leadership as “influence” (i.e., “the ability to obtain followers”) (Developing
the Leader within You 1). Though seeming obvious on the surface, the picture of leaders
without followers shows the importance of the insight. Andrew J. DuBrin of the
Rochester Institute of Technology says: “Leadership is the ability inspire confidence and
support among the people who are needed to achieve organizational goals” (2). In this
regard Galloway notes American President Ike Eisenhower’s quip that leadership is “the
ability to get a person to do what you want him to do, when you want it done, in a way
you want it done, because he wants to do it” (20/20 Vision 117). Similarly he accepts
Fred Smith’s insight that “Leadership is getting people to work for you when they are not
obligated” (117). Barna explains, “A good leader is one who is able to motivate people;
one who is capable of making good decisions, even under pressure or in conditions of
uncertainty; one who can guide people through actions as well as words” (Power of
Vision 105). Thus, for Barna, the engaging and enabling of others in achieving a desired
future involves motivating, decision making, and guiding.
Several of these descriptions of leadership could easily engage leaders as much in
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the manipulation of others as in leading them. This possibility underscores the
importance of the frame of reference from which persons lead. Out of these and related
concerns, in his book Building Leaders for Church Education, Kenneth O. Gangel urges
leaders as follows:
Christian leadership ought to be characterized by all of the factors, which
make it distinctively Christian. The obvious spiritual elements include
such matters as faith, reliance upon prayer, the reality of the Holy Spirit in
the life of the leader, and the absolute authority of God's inerrant Word as
the basis for leadership. (85)
The Priesthood of All Believers
The shape of the biblical story as a whole and more specifically its Christology
have been especially significant biblical and theological foundations of servant
leadership. The priesthood of all believers comprises a third truly significant theological
basis for this project. Its especially close ties to specific aspects of leadership
responsibilities has led me to lodge this material here with the research on leadership
theory and practice rather than with biblical and theological foundations where it could
also be appropriate.
Historically the Reformation insight that all believers are priests aimed primarily
to assert the access by faith of all persons directly to God without the need of an ordained
priest and without various other constraints placed upon that access by the institutional
church. But this equal access to God has increasingly implied a correlating insight: all
believers share equally in the priestly ministries of gospel. This aspect of the “priesthood
of all believers” has impacted Christian leadership recently.
Greg Ogden makes this direct link with a shared ministry in his book, The New
Reformation. He claims, “The clergy-laity bifurcation [presents] the greatest single
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bottleneck to the renewal and outreach of the Church” (72). Reversing and releasing the
priesthood for ministry requires new theological understanding of clergy and laity alike.
Conversion, sanctification, call, and redeemed human fallenness particularly need
attention, according to Ogden (138). He believes, “The elimination of the clergy-laity
bifurcation had the greatest potential to change a view of ministry. The rediscovery of the
priesthood of all believers signaled the end of the distinction within the Church between
clergy and laity” (50). Though he thinks the historic Reformation never fully realized the
ministry potential of this insight, clearly the Church is picking up this matter once again.
Melvin J. Steinbron calls the idea of the priesthood of all believers a second
Reformation:
In the first Reformation, the Church gave the Bible to the people. In the
second Reformation, the Church is giving the ministry to the people. The
Church is again becoming a classless church. The disparity of laity and
clergy is being replaced by the parity of all the people of God (the laos).
(50)
According to Steinbron, the differences between laity and clergy are not in order,
but in function. When Jesus sacrificed his own blood by performing the ritual of a high
priest, he ended the Old Testament order of priests and opened the priesthood of all
believers (1 Pet. 2:9; cf. Heb. 4-5). Then, all believers were called to be ministers. The
church needs to release the power of the laity by giving ministry back to them, and
release a new power in the clergy by restoring the clergy’s function of equipping the laity
to do the ministry. Both clergy and laity are in one order—laos [the people], and every
Christian becomes a first-class Christian. Stating Steinborn’s “order” versus “function”
idea in other terms, Elton Trueblood says, some are called “to help other men and women
to practice any ministry for which they are called” (41).
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In Partners in Ministry James L. Garlow writes out of his expertise in historical
theology and his experience pastoring a megachurch. He traces both the biblical and the
historical development of a shared ministry emphasizing the implications of the New
Testament laos. Garlow explains the ministry of all believers in this way:
[T]hey think immediately in terms of preachers, clergymen, and seminarytrained persons. But that is not a biblical use of the term. A proper
understanding of ministry must begin with the ministry of all believers—
the ministry of the laos, all of God’s people. (40)
Like Steinbron and others, Garlow understands the difference of clergy and laity
in terms of function. He declares, “The difference between clergy and laity is a legitimate
difference, but it is a difference based upon function, not essence” (58). The difference is
what they do, not what they are. Both are called to ministry. They are simply called to
different ministries in one church, the body of Christ.
Pursuing this matter of the laos further but drawing the same conclusion, eminent
New Testament scholar, Fee, stresses shared ministry. In his essay, “Laos and leadership
under the New Covenant,” Fee shows the New Testament view of ministry:
[L]eaders are always seen as part of the whole people of God, never as a
group unto themselves. Hence they labor among you, Paul repeatedly
says, and their task in Eph. 4:11-16 is especially to prepare God’s people
(the saints) for works of service (ministry), so that the body of Christ may
be built up. Thus the model that emerges in the New Testament is not that
of clergy and laity, but of the whole people of God, among whom the
leaders function in service of the rest.
In this ministry of the laos the Spirit serves as the key player because of the Spirit’s role
in gifting the Church. Fee explains the work of the Holy Spirit includes all racial groups:
[S]ince the [gifting] Spirit is the eschatological Spirit of Joel’s prophecy,
all of God’s people are potential prophets—Jew/Gentile, male/female,
home owner/slave. The Spirit is unconscious of race, sex, or rank. He gifts
whom he wills for the common good (1 Cor. 12:11). (9)
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Ogden spells out specific functional results of such a view for the clergy. In the
end the ministry will be essentially “an equipping ministry” whose goal is “for all
believers to accept before God their responsibility to be stewards of their gifts and call in
order to make a contribution to the health of the whole body of Christ” (163). The overall
biblical story with its revelation that the God who calls all persons to serve him also in
grace gives them gifts and equips them for his service.
From an experienced practitioner’s background, Rick Warren, pastor of
Saddleback Valley Community Church in California, shows how their church’s emphasis
on the priesthood of all believers actually works out. They ground their church’s
ministries on four pillars developed from Romans 12:1-8:
Pillar #1. Every believer is a minister, but every member is not a pastor. There
are no volunteers in God’s church. God drafted all of us into service. Service and
giving are the defining characteristics of the Christlike lifestyle that are expected
of every believer. Every Christian is created for ministry (Ephesians 2:10), saved
for ministry (2 Timothy 1:9), called into ministry (1 Peter 4:10), authorized for
ministry (Matthew 28:18-20), commanded to minister (Ephesians 4:11-12),
needed for ministry (1 Corinthians 12:27), accountable for ministry, and will be
rewarded according to his or her ministry (Colossians 3:23-24).
Pillar #2. Every ministry is important; there are no small people (1 Corinthians
12:18-22).
Pillar #3. We are dependent on each other. Like a jigsaw puzzle, each piece is
required to complete the puzzle. Our culture’s preoccupation with individualism
and independence must be replaced with the biblical concepts of interdependence
and mutuality.
Pillar #4. Ministry is the expression of S.H.A.P.E.: Spiritual gifts, heart, abilities,
personality, and experiences. Spiritual gifts are discovered as one investigates
different ministries through involvement. The heart consists of one’s motivation,
desires, interests, and inclinations. Your heart determines why you say the things
you do (Matthew 12:34), why you feel the way you do (Psalm 37:4) and why you
act the way you do (Proverbs 4:23). (365-75)
The strong ministry orientation and ministry interrelatedness of the whole laos in
this model is obvious.
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The relevance of all the above thoughts for the Church in Myanmar is significant.
For a whole variety of reasons, the majority of pastors in the Wesleyan Church of
Myanmar see themselves as the doers of ministry and the laypeople as the receivers of
ministry. Because of poverty, many congregations cannot support their own local church,
and in some places one pastor has to take care of three to four churches. Out of the
seventeen pastors in the Wesleyan Church of Myanmar, ten pastors have to take care of
two to four churches from one village. In spite of this clergy overload the Wesleyan
Church in Myanmar has no specific training program for laypeople to help pastors. The
Myanmar Church struggles for lack of vision and tools for equipping laypersons. That is
why I want to develop leadership for both clergy and lay leaders to do ministry together.
All of the above mentioned should be particularly native to persons in the
Wesleyan tradition. John Wesley’s theology of the laity shaped the original Methodists in
England and the early Methodist Church in North America. They trained and released
laity for ministry. Harold Burgess connects the rapid growth of early Methodism directly
to the fact that “laymen were commissioned along with ordained clergymen to a wide
range of activities such as preaching, evangelism, teaching, caring, discipling, and
overseeing” (38).
Leadership Style, Behavior, and Servant Leadership
In his book, Bass and Stogdill’s Handbook of Leadership, B. M. Bass describes
two kinds of leaders: autocratic and democratic (416-17).12 Phillip V. Lewis adds a third:
“Situational Leaders” (85-86). Of the three, the democratic/participative and situational
leaders prove more compatible with servant leadership than the autocratic leaders do. In
12

Bass was formerly director of the Management Research Center at the University of Pittsburg
and then the University of Rochester. At the time of his writing, he was Professor of Organizational
Behavior at the State University of New York, Binghamton.
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fact, servant leaders would want to avoid autocratic roles. Servant leaders act as
democratic leaders and are flexible according to the situations they face.
Autocratic Leaders
Autocratic leaders control people by their own authority and that of others.
According to Bass, they are work oriented rather than relationship oriented. They can be
labeled “authoritarian, directive, Theory X, coercive, and persuasive. They are
production-minded, lone decision makers, initiators of structure, goal emphasizers, work
facilitators, task oriented, and concerned about performance” (416). Autocratic
leadership, expounded in these terms, reminds one clearly of colonial and dictatorial
authority, especially in cultures like Myanmar.
Autocratic leadership does not demand overtly hierarchical, top-down structures,
but it does thrive in them. Of course persons in a hierarchical structure do not have to
lead autocratically; autocratic leadership is not endemic to this organizational structure.
Persons in non-hierarchical church or parachurch structures can easily act autocratically.
Clearly from the Church’s experience in Myanmar (and elsewhere), rigorous Episcopal
systems of Church government could easily breed autocratic leadership. In the Church,
autocratic leaders often give orders by emphasizing church work. Autocratic leaders
organize people for enhancement and protection of their own power. They hesitate to
share their vision and dreams with lay leaders. Instead, they “decide all goals, set all
policy, structure all tasks, and try to force all people to accept their decisions. They tend
to be personal in their criticism and remain aloof from group participation” (Lewis 62).
None of these leadership characteristics tends to build human relationships and
nurture persons. On the contrary several of these approaches to persons undermine and
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destroy effective personal relationships. To this point Greenleaf goes so far as to say that
“virtue and justice and order are good, but not good enough—not nearly good enough. In
the end, nothing really counts but love and friendship” (286). Consequently autocratic
approaches to leadership eventually prove destructive of attempts to lead with the servant
approach of Jesus, no matter what the “official” church structure at hand may be.
Particularly disillusioned may be leaders who consider themselves servants like Jesus but
in reality carry out their ministries in an autocratic manner.
Democratic Participative Leaders
The word “democratic” refers not to a particular, Western style of national or
state/provincial political government but to a mode of leading persons. Critical issues are
the use of authority and modes of decision-making. Unlike autocratic leaders, democratic
leaders share their authority with those they lead. In the Church they share leadership
with the congregation. According to Lewis, such a leader “facilitates communication, acts
as a resource, and helps in membership development. This approach allows participative
leaders and followers to interact and attain common goals in problem solving” (65). Bass
describes democratic leaders in these terms: “considerate, consultative, participative,
consensual, supportive, employee-centered, relationship-centered, interaction-facilitating,
concerned with people and the maintenance of good working relationships. They endorse
joint and group decision making” (417). So democratic leaders do not dictate or rule a
congregation from above. In this leadership style all God’s people are treated with
respect, while leadership roles of specific persons are clearly acknowledged. Pastors who
are democratic leaders share the ministry of the kingdom with laypeople. Teamwork is
emphasized rather than a “lone ranger” ministry.
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The approach to leadership Bass calls “democratic,” Myron Rush calls
“participative.” Participative leaders exhibit four traits:
1. Members of the team are considered equal with the leader in terms of input
and ideas. Everyone’s ideas are considered equally.
2. The leader assumes the role of a player/coach and becomes the team’s
facilitator.
3. The leader often accepts the team’s ideas, even when they disagree with his
own.
4. The leader focuses on stimulating creativity and innovation within the team.
(qtd. in Lewis 65)
Situational Leaders
Democratic and participative leadership styles seem to correlate more obviously
to the picture of servant leadership, which has been developed. Nevertheless, servant
leaders must at times also lead with strong directness as situations demand, a directness
that, if not for the servant leader’s basic orientation and core values, could be autocratic.13
Not surprisingly, Lewis says that “situational leadership is a leadership style that matches
the style of the leader to the incident” (86). Effective leaders are flexible without losing
their focus.
DuBrin presents the “Hersey-Blanchard Situational Leadership Model” and gets
at just this need for flexibility (130-33). Leadership style in this situational model is
classified according to “the amount of task and relationship behavior the leader engages
in” (131). Task behavior has to do with “the extent to which the leader spells out the
duties and responsibilities of an individual or group” (131), giving directions, setting
goals. Relationship behavior has to do with “the extent to which the leader engages in
two-way or multi-way communication,” including such behaviors as “listening, providing
encouragement, and coaching” (131).
13

Some sources have actually used the word “autocratic” in connection with servant leadership
need. I choose not to do so, since it is used entirely in negative terms.
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A key here is to see that, according to the Hersey-Blanchard Situational Model,
the different leadership styles of the leader depend especially on the ability and the
readiness of the persons to be lead (DuBrin 132). On the one hand, persons with low
readiness, “unable, unwilling, or insecure” (132) call for a very directive telling approach.
At the other end of the spectrum persons with “high readiness, able, willing, or confident
... self- sufficient and competent” (132) will draw a leadership style that grants
considerable autonomy and uses a delegating style.
DuBrin’s evaluation of the Hersey-Blanchard Situational Model seems significant
for this project in developing servant leadership. DuBrin comments that the model has
produced mixed evaluations and that “few leadership situations in which a high-task
[giving direct, specific directions], high-relationship [listening, encouraging, coaching]
does not produce the best results” (133). The flexibility in the hands of a servant leader,
the sort of flexibility seen in Jesus himself.
Servant Leadership Styles and Behaviors
In A Theology of Church Leadership, Lawrence O. Richard and Clyde Hoeldtke
add to this picture by sharpening the contours of servant leadership styles and behaviors
along five lines by comparing and contrasting servant leadership with “secular” rulers
(102-10).
Relationship with the people they lead. While a secular ruler remains over the
people, the servant leader joins the people. Pastors cannot be servant leaders if their
position or role or attitude tends to lift above others and make a distinction between
pastors and the rest of the people of God. Thus a servant leader’s place is “among” the
people and not “over” them.
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Command or use of authority. Some leaders “lord it over” and “exercise
authority” over those they lead. Servant leadership is the opposite of that kind of
command type of authority, which tells others what to do and demands conformity of
behavior. Servant leaders do not abuse their authority.
Mode or style. Command-mode leadership involves issuing orders, passing on
decisions the leader has made. Like Jesus (John 13:12), servant leaders show humility
and serve. Servant leaders are committed to lead in a manner that helps those they lead.
Effecting change. Servant leaders must rely on voluntary response from those
they influence. Without the power to coerce behavior, servant leaders must seek the free
choice of the ones being led, declining to coerce even when that opportunity is open to
them.
Use of power. Every leader needs to have power to influence and lead. “Power is
the capacity to influence others to do something they would not have done without
having been influenced. It is intangible, multifaceted, elusive, and invisible” (Lewis 21).
While secular leadership style has a wide range of coercive means to enforce response,
servant leadership has no such means of coercion. Servant leaders actually share power.
J. A. Conger distinguishes three sorts of organizational power—vertical,
horizontal, and circular (Learning to Lead 73-79). In vertical power “focus is on position
and dominance, its outcome, control, and submission to authority” (73). Horizontal
power pertains to relationships across the organization:
In the Church, horizontal power structures are similar: pastor-to-pastor,
elder-to-elder, and deacon-to-deacon. The focus is on joint problem
solving and coordination of workflow. It typically relates to task
coordination, information sharing, decision-making, and conflict
resolution. (Lewis 23)
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Third, circular power is similar to horizontal power. Here “the leader is not
expected to be the sole originator of the organization’s vision but to listen to emerging
ideas and from them to discern and articulate the vision to be knowledgeable and
competent; others are viewed as having skills and important abilities also” (Learning to
Lead 79). In circular power successes are communal, and failure is viewed as an
opportunity for learning.
Henri J. M. Nouwen accents the distinctly Christian, clearly not-secular core of
servant leadership as an approach to leadership:
[T]he leader is a vulnerable servant who needs the people as much as they
need him or her. A whole new type of leadership is asked for in the
Church of tomorrow, a leadership which is not modeled on the power
games of the world, but on the servant leader, Jesus, who came to give his
life for the salvation of many. (44-5)
Clearly the approaches to authority, decision making, treatment of persons,
carrying of objectives in the so-called democratic and participative approach to
leadership appear quite directly compatible with the servant leader model we saw in
Jesus. Certain non-episcopal forms of church structure might on the surface seem more
conducive to developing non-autocratic, democratic, participative approaches to
leadership. These servant leadership approaches to persons could just as well be carried
out in hierarchical or Episcopal forms of church (or secular) government. Persons in
positions vested with full authority could intentionally share that authority with others.
Persons in positions traditionally thought to have prerogatives for setting goals and
demanding conformity could intentionally delegate these tasks or share these tasks with
others. In this leadership style, pastors, lay leaders, and the congregation work together
and serve Christ by serving each other. Everyone participates according to his or her
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spiritual gifts. That kind of style would be true servant leadership, worthy of emulation
by the Church universal.
Servant Leader’s Responsibilities
Among many responsibilities, casting vision, bringing change, having influence
upon the people they lead, earning trust, exhibiting good attitudes, and handling conflict
appropriately are important for servant leaders.
To cast vision. Vision for leadership is a gift of God, a product of God working in
the community. Vision arises out of a burden to know the will of God, to become
whatever God wants his people to become as his servant leaders. According to Barna,
vision names “a clear mental image of a preferable future imparted by God to his chosen
servants ... based upon an accurate understanding of God, self and circumstance (Power
of Vision 28). Galloway sees vision as “the ability, or the God-given gift, to see those
things which are not as yet becoming a reality long before it is” (20/20 Vision 29; see
also Haggai 12). Bishop Reuben P. Job eloquently summarizes these items:
Vision is a gift from God. It is the reward of disciplined, faithful, and
patient listening to God. Vision is the gift of eyes of faith to see the
invisible, to know the unknowable, to think the unthinkable, to experience
the not yet. Vision allows us to see signs of the kingdom now in our midst.
Vision gives us focus, energy, the willingness to risk. It is our vision that
draws us forward. (qtd. in Weems 39-40)
Leaders who accomplish significant deeds are impelled by a vision to which they are
committed.
Vision for leadership relates to the Church’s capacity to adapt to a fast-changing
world. Strawhun sees that “our vision must change because the environment (socially,
economically, politically, and religiously) has now changed. The Church, then, must
change and reinvent (revitalize) the role of clergy, laity, judiciary, and the congregation
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to meet the challenge of the next century and beyond” (21). John P. Kotter contends the
sensible vision is the most important element in successful transformations. Vision plays
a key role by helping to “direct, align, and inspire actions” of large numbers of people.
Without a vision, a change effort will disintegrate into a menagerie of “confusing,
incompatible, and time-consuming projects that go in the wrong direction or nowhere at
all” (7). Thus, casting vision is a “must do” responsibility for leaders for their task is to
transform the congregation they lead. Creating such vision is a test of great leadership in
transforming society. Speaking of a business context, Burt Nanus traces the effect of
vision that first, “attracts commitment and energizes people”; second, “creates
significance in the lives of employees;” third, “establishes a standard of excellence”; and
fourth, “provides a bridge from the present to the future transcending the status quo” (158). Barna calls vision “stretching reality to extend beyond the existing state”—even when
the Church is doing well” (Power of Vision 29). Servant leaders who cast vision reach
new land in leadership, and the people enjoy the fruits of their leadership by practicing
God’s different spiritual gifts and talents.
Based on Aubrey Malphurs (31-39) and Lovett H. Weems, Jr. (41-45), Hiserote
draws the qualities of effective vision into eight facets. First, vision is clear. Making a
vision clear is the primary responsibility of the leader, who must be sure that he or she
caught the vision from God, understands it, and communicates it so that people
understand what God desires of them. Second, the vision must be challenging. It must
energize and catalyze others into action and aim at a target not easily attainable. Third,
vision presents an attractive, inviting mental picture. A good vision probes the
imagination and stimulates visual representations in the mind of an appealing future.
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Fourth, it unveils the future of the ministry. Wise visionaries honor and use the past and
the present as a knowledge base for spring boarding into the future. Fifth, it has
potential—it can be. The vision rests on the bedrock of reality. Some visions are too large
and intimidating, resulting in discouragement when they are not fulfilled. Most visions,
however, are not large enough and reveal a lack of faith and challenge. A vision must
provide a reasonable hope of success. Sixth, it pictures unique. Unlike a mission
statement, which could easily be transferred from one church to another, a vision fits only
one particular church at a particular moment in history. Seventh, it inspires hope. A
vision represents a belief that people can make a difference. Eighth, it creates a sense of
urgency; it must grab and not let go. It dominates one’s thinking and refuses to allow rest
until the ministry moves in the direction of the vision (Hiserote 67; cf. Easum 12).
To bring change. People, cultures, and situations are changing, as noted above.
High technology is rapidly changing the world. Churches need to relate to different
groups of people in order to proclaim the gospel truth in appropriate way. Lewis
underscores the need for new thinking in the church:
Yesterday’s ways of doing things will no longer guarantee the results they
once did. The Church is not like it was in the 1940s, 1960s, 1980s, or any
other decade. Each generation brings a new way of thinking, a broader
understanding of scholarship, and a different approach to worship. (17)
People are tired of traditional ways of leadership where a few people do the ministry by
the order of pastors. Leaders need to find the best way to serve God’s people in each
congregation in this new millennium.
In his book, Developing the Leader within You, Maxwell talks about
dissatisfaction. He says, “Dissatisfied people are highly motivated people, for they see
the need for immediate change. They know something is wrong and often know what
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needs to be done” (121-22). When people are dissatisfied with their current situation they
want change. “People change when they hurt enough that they have to change; learn
enough that they want to change; receive enough that they are able to change” (63).
According to Maxwell, people resist change because of these reasons: when they are
satisfied with the way things are, when the purpose of change is unclear, when they do
not know how, or when to change, when they have fear of failure, when they have
negative thinking, when followers lack respect for the leader, when they do not want to
have additional commitment, and when they are narrow-minded towards new ideas.
Leaders must know these difficulties and know how to meet them to bring change. Since
the leaders in the Wesleyan Church of Myanmar are influenced by the colonially
oriented, British Methodist system, change in leadership style and methods will be
necessary in order to engage the laity in ministry lead them as servants. They definitely
need a radical change from the traditional ways of leadership to a contemporary,
culturally fit leadership.
To have influence. After thoroughly researching leadership for many years
Maxwell comes to this conclusion: “Leadership is influence. That’s it. Nothing more;
nothing less.... My goal with this book is to help you accept leadership as influence (that
is, the ability to get followers), and then work backward from that point to help you learn
how to lead.” (Developing the Leader within You 1-2). When leaders have influenced the
people then they can lead them wherever they want. “Real leadership is being the person
others will gladly and confidently follow” (5). Influence is a difficult task, requiring hard
work of leaders.
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To get influence leaders must have self-confidence and be able to empower other
influencers to follow their way. “When the leader lacks confidence, the followers lack
commitment” (Maxwell, Developing the Leader within You 6). Self-confidence comes
from God. Leaders who put their trust in God have a love for self-confidence and vision
to accomplish their job. When people see their leader’s self-confidence they will trust and
follow confidently.
To earn trust. Leadership without followers is meaningless. Leading people
without trust from the followers is also worthless. “Trust is often referred to as
confidence, reliance, expectation, and hope.... It is the firm belief in the honesty,
truthfulness, justice, or power of another person. Leaders generate and sustain trust by
demonstrating constancy, congruity, reliability, and integrity” (Bennis 160). Leaders need
to trust followers first, then vice versa.
In his book Developing the Leader within You, Maxwell claims, “The final
requirement of effective leadership is to earn trust. Otherwise there won’t be any
followers” (44). People do not follow leaders they do not trust. Leaders must earn
people’s trust with high disciplines. The leader’s integrity, which is “a result of selfdiscipline, inner trust, and a decision to be relentlessly honest in all situations in our
lives” (44). It is what we really are.
Trust does not come overnight. It takes time, as shown in Jesus’ ministry, which
exhibits that his “teaching, leading by example, time spent, and prayer for the disciples
are all elements of servant-oriented ministry” (Strawhun 7). People watch their leaders’
attitudes, abilities, truthfulness, faithfulness, and behavior. Only when they are satisfied
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with them do they put their trust in their leaders. Servant leaders trust God first and then
trust people to fulfill the vision they share.
To practice good attitude. A successful leader manifests a good attitude. It is
one of the most important qualities in a leader’s life. Chuck Swindoll says, “I am
convinced that life is 10 percent what happens to me and 90 percent how I react to it. And
so it is with you—we are in charge of our attitudes” (qtd. in Maxwell, Developing the
Leaders around You 98). The Carnegie Institute not long ago analyzed the records of ten
thousand persons and concluded “15 percent of success is due to technical training. The
other 85 percent is due to personality, and the primary personality trait identified by the
research is attitude” (99). After I read those words, I realized how important a person’s
attitude is to being a good leader. The Wesleyan leaders in Myanmar need to model good
attitudes in order to be successful leaders. Attitude indicates one’s character, and without
a good character one cannot be a good leader.
To be successful leaders, character is essential. Maxwell claims that “the first
thing to look for in any kind of leader or potential leader is strength of character. I have
found nothing more important than this quality.... The words of a person with right
character match the deeds” (Developing the Leaders around You 47-48). Bad character
destroys trust, and without trust there cannot be an intimate relationship between leaders
and followers. Maxwell has learned that “trust is the single most important factor in
building personal and professional relationships.... People never respect a person they
cannot trust” (67, 163). I want to deal seriously with character because some pastors need
to change their character. Smoking, chewing betel nuts and tobacco, and drinking beer
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are becoming part of the culture that needs to be opposed. Maxwell’s books help to
combat such immoral character in Myanmar pastors.
To handle conflict appropriately. Pastors and lay leaders are responsible
partners when conflict occurs in the Church. Many people would think that the Church
should be free from any kind of conflict and negative things. In reality, conflict follows
the Church like a shadow. Conflict can be limited and solved appropriately. According to
DuBrin, some of the most common sources of conflict include human aggressiveness,
competition for limited resources, clashes of values and interests, role-based conflict,
drives for power acquisition, poorly defined responsibilities, introduction of change, and
the organizational climate (304-11). Conflict occurs in the Church when communication
goes wrong. Misunderstanding occurs when the communication is unclear, or when many
links in the communication chain occurred, or when selfishness is emphasized. One of
the reasons the Wesleyan Church split in 1996 from the Upper Myanmar Methodist
Church14 was misunderstanding of John Wesley’s theology of humanity, “Conflict will
arise because of an incompatibility of expectations,” says Lewis (151). Russ lists the
negative and positive results of conflict.
The negative results. First, conflict magnifies faults and weaknesses in others.
Amidst conflict, people seek to justify their position and win the dispute. Second, conflict
creates divisions within the organization. Unresolved conflict is the cause of every church
split, divorce, or labor strike (Matt. 12:25). Third, conflict wastes energies on
nonproductive activities. Conflict leaves people physically and emotionally drained and
consume a great deal of thinking time (qtd. in Lewis 151-52).
14

While some leaders from the Upper Myanmar Methodist Church are emphasizing the capability
of humankind, the Wesleyan leaders preach the power of God’s grace and human capacity by the help of
the Holy Spirit. When misunderstanding occurred between the two groups, the Church split.
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The positive results. First, disagreement can lead to individual and organizational
changes that ultimately produce improvements (Prov. 27:17). Second, disagreement can
reveal the need for change. Mature leaders or managers welcome disagreement because it
forces them to evaluate their own beliefs and make positive changes where needed (Prov.
18:15). Third, disagreement can help make people more tolerant of opposing views
Learning to accept differing viewpoints without developing hostile reactions is another
mark of the mature leader (Prov. 23:12). Servant leaders must not only be able to handle
conflict in the Church but also to limit it. Solving the problems in conflict is one of the
most important qualities of servant leadership. The Apostle Paul resolved the conflict in
the Corinthian church and the problem of Philemon (1 Cor. 1-3; Philem. 1-22).
To equip laypersons for ministry. Christian leadership responsibility flows
directly out of the theological reflection on the priesthood of all believers, the ministry of
the laos. Biblically this business of equipping laity for ministry can be traced to the
opening pages of the history of God’s people. Jethro, a priest of Midian, saw his son-inlaw Moses committing an unworkable practice, and he gave advice to him (Exod. 18:1723). Jethro’s proposal includes the recruitment of good people (v. 21), their training and
preparation (v. 20), a system of courts for different social units (v. 21), a high court over
which Moses would preside (v. 22), and continued affirmation that the entire system
would be referred to the will of God (vv. 19, 23). Moses accepted his father-in-law’s
proposal. Accepting advice from others is also a good model for a leader. By following
his father-in-law’s instruction, Moses appointed leaders of thousands, hundreds, fifties,
and tens (v. 25). Jethro’s advice saved Moses from burnout, and let the people go home
in peaceful harmony (v. 23). Carl F. George observes, “Using levels of tens, fifties,
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hundreds, and thousands, Jethro organized the tribes, in effect, into a series of
neighborhood, municipal, state, and national courts. He decentralized the meeting out of
justice to the lowest level possible” (121). Jethro’s advice determined Moses as an
advocate on behalf of the people (v. 19) and an interpreter on behalf of God to teach the
people (v. 20). The whole meaning of Jethro’s principle is sharing the ministry and
working together. Knowing how to share the work with other leaders is a wise skill of
leadership.
Similarly the task of Christian leaders or pastors is not to do everything by
themselves but to develop and train laypeople for ministry. Garlow sees that “for an
ordained clergy, one of the most important functions is the ministry of ‘enablement.’ That
means helping and assisting laypersons with their respective ministries” (41). Garlow
correlates the level of doctrinal grasp of the ministry clergy with the level of a doctrine of
lay ministry (45). Garlow, himself a Wesleyan scholar and pastor, emphasizes John
Wesley’s contribution to the recovery of lay ministries for the Church with the claim that
Wesley “probably had the most extensive network of laypersons trained for ministry ever
known in the history of Christianity” (77). This theological and traditional resource could
prove significant for the Wesleyan Church of Myanmar.
In Pastoral Theology, Oden argues, as do Garlow and Steinbron later, “the
pastor’s primary task is to equip the body, not to try to do everything for the laity....
Pastoral leadership consists principally in learning how to empower, enable, and enrich
the leadership of others” (156). As Galloway claims, “A good pastor (or leader of any
kind) is not one who does the work of ten people, but rather one who gets ten other
people to do the work of ten people” (Small Group 84). Oden indicts the clergy by
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attributing the lack of such ministries and continuing attempts by pastors “to do the work
of the entire congregation” to “pride and an overwhelming need to control” (156). On the
other hand, “The primus inter pares model ... lends itself to servant leadership”
(Strawhun 31). It provides the view that all are together. It recognizes the body of Christ
as the Church and acknowledges the incarnational activity of the Holy Spirit in each
believer. It calls forth servant leaders who exhibit the character of Christ over the desire
to fulfill a function. It promotes servant leadership as a calling from God. The great need
for such equipping leadership is not simply a North American or “local” need but is a
“major concern around the world” (1) and surfaces at every organizational level of the
Church.
Here leaders are brought again to the model of Jesus. A major burden of his
earthly ministry was to train the twelve to do his ministry. Summarizing a repeated
emphasis in his own writings, Coleman elaborate this point:
His concern was not with programs to reach the multitudes, but with men
whom the multitudes would follow.... Jesus started to gather these men
before he ever organized an evangelistic campaign or even preached a
sermon in public. Men were to be his method of winning the world to
God. (27)
To be authentically Christian. In Christian leadership and lifestyle, servanthood
is to be expounded and lived out every day. The apostle Paul explains the incarnational
ministry of servanthood in Philippians 2:5-8:
Your attitude should be the same as that of Christ Jesus: Who, being in the
very nature God, did not consider equality with God something to be
grasped, but made himself nothing, taking the very nature of a servant,
being made in human likeness he humbled himself and became obedient
to death—even death on a cross.
According to David L. McKenna, two inseparable strands of servant leadership
are intertwined in this teaching; “One, the self-emptying, humble and obedient servant
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life of Christ Jesus. Two, the character of Christians at Philippi” (32). Clearly for Paul
Christian life and identity is to be shaped by the servant example of the Master. And
Christology is well used when it is brought to bear on shaping Christian character,
including the character of leaders. Clearly a key issue in the end is not only how well one
manages or leads but also how much one surrenders to Christ Jesus.
Essential Qualities of Servant Leadership
J. Oswald Sanders selects twelve qualities of essential leadership in his book
Spiritual Leadership. He divides those qualities into two parts. Ten of these qualities are
especially descriptive of servant leaders.15
Discipline. Sanders places discipline first. In order to lead others, leaders must
conquer themselves first. Under this topic, Sanders defines a leader as “a person who has
first submitted willingly and learned to obey a discipline imposed from without, but who
then imposes on himself a much more rigorous discipline from within” (44). This
“discipline of leader,” says Sanders, is sensed by others and motivates them “to respond
cooperatively to the discipline ... [the leader] expects of them” (48).
Vision. Because of extensive treatment earlier, vision is not being pursued here.
Still worth noting that leaders, according to Sanders, are seers who foresee things that are
invisible. Vision includes foresight as well as insight. Sanders links vision also with
optimism and hope. While the pessimist sees a difficulty in every opportunity, an
optimist sees an opportunity in every difficulty. Vision imparts venturesome-ness; the
willingness to take fresh steps of faith when a void seems to have beneath (51). Vision is
sufficiently important and John Haggai warns that a group led without vision often finds

15

Sanders’ other three qualities in his second part of essential qualities of spiritual leadership
include humor, tact and diplomacy, and executive ability (59-68).
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itself in “confusion, disorder, rebellion, uncontrolled license, and—at worst—anarchy”
(12).
Wisdom. Webster’s Dictionary defines “wisdom” as “the faculty of making the
best use of knowledge, a combination of discernment, judgment, sagacity and similar
powers. In Scripture, it is right judgment concerning spiritual and moral truth”
“Wisdom”. “Wisdom is must more than knowledge,” says Sanders in characterizing
effective leaders (52). He continues, “It is the right application of knowledge in moral
and spiritual matters, in meeting baffling situations and in the complexity of human
relationships” (52). It is not difficult to see why wisdom contributes so directly to
successful leadership. Knowledge apart from wisdom could produce pride, but wisdom
nurtures humility essential for servant leaders.
Decision Making. According to Sanders, “When all the facts are in, swift and
clear decision is the mark of the true leader. The man who possesses vision must do
something about it or he/she will remain a visionary, not a leader” (53). Vision alone is
not enough for leaders. They must decide what to do and how and when to act. True
leaders resist procrastination and vacillation, traits fatal to effective leadership.
Courage. Courage of the highest order is demanded of a spiritual leader—always
moral courage and frequently physical courage as well. News of the Church’s suffering in
Sudan, Sierra Leone, India, and elsewhere underscores this reality often only
contemplated as an abstraction by Western church leaders. Courage is “that quality of
mind which enables men to encounter danger or difficulty with firmness, or without fear
of depression of spirits” (Sanders 55). For servant leaders, courage comes from God (2
Sam. 17:37; Acts 4:13).
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Controlling anger. Anger seems the opposite of servant leadership, but a
moment’s theological and Christological reflection convinces one of the contrary.
Servant leaders, on the one hand, should control their anger when they face a crucial time
because anger is one of the sources of fighting and other problems. Righteous wrath, on
the other hand, is no less noble than love, since both coexist in God. Illusions that
believers will not experience anger are fruitless. The question is not whether servant
leaders like other persons will experience anger, but why they will be angry, how long
they will nurture anger, and what they will do in their anger. Jesus became angry when
people denied his healing (Mark. 3:5) and in his anger healed. He became angry when he
saw people were using the Temple porch as a market (Matt. 21:13) and intervened
forcefully to correct the situation. Paul argues the necessity of righteous anger in his
exhortation, “Be angry and sin not” (Eph. 4:26) and enters it among the features of a life
“created in righteousness and true holiness” (4:24). Holy anger is free from selfishness.
Anger, centered on oneself tends to sin.
Patience. Servant leaders must be patient. Patience entails self-control. A “liberal
endowment” of this “Queen of Virtues,” as Chrysostom called patience, “is essential to
sound leadership.” (qtd. in Galloway, “Developing Leadership”) According to William
Barclay, patience is “victorious endurance ... constancy under trial. It is Christian
steadfastness, the brave and courageous acceptance of everything life can do to us, and
the transmuting of even the worst into another step on the upward way” (Galloway,
“Developing Leadership”). Servant leaders must be patient when they face criticism or
when something goes wrong. Patience is a mark of servant leadership.
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Friendship. Good servant leaders must be able to build friendship with others
including their enemies. Friendship can build trust, faithfulness, and a good relationship.
“The servant leader seeks to help others grow, not by attempting to straighten them out,
but by establishing a relationship base of love and acceptance” (Gunderson 57).
Humility. Humility and servanthood mingle together. For of all the characteristics
mentioned by Sanders, humility takes us most directly back to the story of Jesus himself
and the issue of following him in developing concepts of leadership as in other matters.
Without humility no servant leadership. Self-effacement, not self-advertisement, was
Christ’s approach to leadership. He told his disciples to serve one another with humble
and lowly hearts like their Master (Matt. 20:25-27). Sanders says, “The spiritual leader
will choose the hidden pathway of sacrificial service and the approval of His Lord rather
than the flamboyant assignment and the adulation of the unspiritual crowd” (57). Paul’s
assertion that he was “the least of the apostles ... not meet to be called an apostle,”
reflects this stance (1 Cor. 15:9).
Out of humility the other graces for servant leadership grow, according to Andrew
Murray, eminent writer of classic devotional tracts:
Humility is the only soil in which the graces root; the lack of humility is
the sufficient explanation of every defect and failure. It is the root of all,
because it alone takes the right attitude before God, and allows Him as
God to do all. (14)
Murray explains with Jesus’ life, “Christ is the humility of God embodied in
human nature; the Eternal Love humbling itself, clothing itself in the garb of meekness
and gentleness, to win and serve and save us” (23). The applicability to servant leadership
appears in Murray’s insistence that this humility “is nothing if not proved in humility
before men” (52), for “in our treatment of one another ... the true lowliness of mind and
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the heart of humility are to be seen” (53-54).
Because the goal of Christian leadership in part focuses on building the body of
Christ in the image of Christ (Eph. 4:1-16), Nouwen’s insight here is especially
important. In the Name of Jesus: Reflection on Christian Leadership, he claims, “The
most important quality of Christian leadership in the future ... is not a leadership of power
and control, but a leadership of powerlessness and humility in which the suffering servant
of God, Jesus Christ, is made manifest [emphasis mine]” (63).
The idea that power and servanthood are coherent concepts is deeply rooted in the
Christian tradition. Luke records the words of Jesus: “The leader must be like the
servant.... I am among you as one who serves” (Luke 22:26-7). John R. W. Stott, rector
emeritus of All Souls Church, London, and director of the London Institute for
Contemporary Christianity reflects carefully on this matter of power and servanthood.
Stott believes Christian pastors should be “respected” because of their position “over” the
congregation (1 Thess. 5:12) and even “obeyed” (Heb. 13:17). He continues, reasoning
from the teaching of Jesus: “The authority by which the Christian leader leads is not
power but love, not force but example, not coercion but reasoned persuasion. Leaders
have power, but power is safe only in the hands of those who humble themselves to
serve” (27).
Because power and influence are inherent in leadership roles, pride presents one
of the chief occupational hazards. Preoccupation with titles and symbols of power
evidence this temptation and marked the leadership Jesus opposed. He noted, for
example, the Pharisees’ love of titles like “Father,” “Teacher,” “Rabbi.” The idea was
both an offense against God and disruptive of the Christian community (Matt. 23:1-12).
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Jesus based his stance on a humble self-giving love. And he calls his followers to imitate
him in that ministry. Thus Stott talks about Christlike leadership and claims, “No
leadership is authentically Christlike that is not marked by the spirit of humble and joyful
service” (26-27).
Christlike life, including Christlike leadership, grows from thorough surrender to
the way of the cross (Mark 8:31-9:2) and the grace of God through the power of the
Spirit. The Scripture through Isaiah emphasis this need:
Only God gives strength to the weary and increases the power of the weak.
Those who hope in the Lord and wait patiently for him will renew their
strength. They will soar on wings like eagles; they will run and not grow
weary, they will walk and not be faint. (Isa. 40:29, 31)
Such persons are servants of servants that God wants to use in his ministry.
In his book, Humility, Murray present humility with language of soil and root:
Humility is the only soil in which the graces root; the lack of humility is
the sufficient explanation of every defect and failure. It is the root of all,
because it alone takes the right attitude before God, and allows Him as
God to do all. (14)
Murray reflects on Jesus’ life concerning humility:
In heaven, where He was with the Father, in His birth, in His life, in His
death, in His sitting on the throne, it is all, it is nothing but humility. Christ
is the humility of God embodied in human nature; the Eternal Love
humbling itself, clothing itself in the garb of meekness and gentleness, to
win and serve and save us. (23)
“Humility” without a humble heart and without humble acts is meaningless before God.
Our relationships to one another and our treatment of others show best that true lowliness
of mind and the heart of humility central to servant ministry.
Maturity. Christian leadership involves spirituality, which is something into
which one grows as a result of a vital Christian life. To use Charles Caldwell Ryrie’s
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words, “Spirituality is a grown-up relationship to the Holy Spirit.... Christian maturity
tries to delineate more openly the factors of Spirit-control over a period of time” (13).
Christian leaders without spirituality can destroy the Church; therefore, spiritual
leadership is crucial. Leadership is a gift of God. Mature servant leaders give priority to
spirituality throughout their ministry. Gary P. Liaboe and James D. Guy claim, “The
heart of servanthood is seeking God, and service to others becomes an unconscious side
effect of Christian maturity” (261).
Practical Expressions of Servant Leadership in the Church
The studies and wide experience of Greg Ogden, George Hunter III, Dale
Galloway, and Michael Slaughter provide excellent examples of concrete, practical ways
servant leadership shapes church life and ministry. The communities described by these
writers provide “flesh and bones” to the concept of servant leader.
Ogden lists “principles” of a church focused on servant leadership, not mere
abstractions but guidance for community formation and action:
1. People in the highest positions of authority have the greatest
obligation to serve. Senior pastors exist to serve associates, the
leadership board, and ultimately the congregation. The upper
echelon of denominational structures exists for the purpose of
enhancing the grass-roots ministry of the local church.
2. Servant leadership is rooted in relationship, not coercion.
Motivation is generated by modeling and intimacy, not the force of
fear or judgment.
3. Servant leadership naturally seeks to support, not to control. A
servant leader is able to come alongside to help someone realize
their potential, whereas hierarchical leaders attempt to suppress
those who might outshine them.
4. Servant leaders shine the spotlight of recognition on those with
whom they share leadership. Far from being concerned that they
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will be diminished if the focus is diverted from them, servant
leaders glory in the accomplishments and growth of colleagues.
5. Servant leaders are embarrassed by titles and the trappings of
status. They will attempt to remove the hierarchical, status
language of “senior,” “associate,” and “assistant” and to put in its
place functional language that simply describes what one does
(e.g., “pastor for proclamation and evangelism,” “pastor for
youth,” “pastor for senior adults”).
6. Servant leaders’ authority is recognized on the basis of their
character in Christ, not on the position or office that is held.
Spiritual authority is reflective of other’s awareness of the
presence of Christ in the one who is a model. (176-77)
Hunter, former Dean of the E. Stanley Jones School of World Missions, Asbury
Theological Seminary, writes Church for the Unchurched from a very different vantage
point but winds up contending for body life and leadership much like Ogden. Hunter
explores the several differences between traditional Church models, in which
membership is declining or stagnant, and what he calls the “Apostolic, Congregational
church.” Ten important points distinguish such churches, he concludes. According to
Hunter these points are all expressions of dynamic, servant leadership:
1. Take a redundant approach to rooting believers and seekers in
Scripture.
2. Are disciplined and earnest in prayer, and they expect and
experience God’s action in response.
3. Understand, like, and have compassion for lost, unchurched,
pre-Christian people.
4. Obey the Great Commission—more as warrant or privilege than
mere duty. Indeed, their main business is to make faith possible for
unreached people; evangelization is not merely one of many more
or less equally important ministries of the Church.
5. Have a motivationally sufficient vision for what people, as
disciples, can become.
6. Adapt to the language, music, and style of the target
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population’s culture.
7. Labor to involve everyone, believers and seekers, in small
groups.
8. Prioritize the involvement of all Christians in lay ministries for
which they are gifted.
9. Provide regular pastoral care for members. They are in regular
spiritual conversation with someone who is gifted in the
shepherding ministry.
10. Engage in many ministries to unchurched non-Christian
people. (“Church Growth”)
Out of research and extensive experience, Galloway compares, what he called
metachurch and traditional church as follows:
Traditional

Metachurch

1. Pastor centered
2. Sunday service centered
3. Building centered
4. Organized for control
5. Pastor and staff do ministry
6. Centralized: pastor controlled board
7. Program—driven ministry

1. Shared ministry together
2. Seven days a week
3. People-centered ministry
4. Organized ministry for outreach
5. Lay ministry equipped by pastor and staff
6. Decentralized within the grassroots
7. Ministry-driven program keep growing

Slaughter, senior pastor of Ginghamsburg United Methodist Church in Tipp City,
Ohio, draws his “applied theology of church renewal” in six principles directly
expressive of servant leadership:
1. The Lordship Principle: a clear focus on Jesus Christ as the
object of our faith where the Church tells about Jesus as its unique
business and it costs “everything” to follow Jesus.
2. The Biblical Principle: scriptural truth as the primary source for
what we believe and do in preaching, teaching, and the goal is
transformation and not information.
3. The Liturgical Principle: discovery of new worship forms that
relate to the needs of the unchurched and are relevant to their
lifestyle.
4. The Covenant Principle: commitment to the integrity of
membership in Christ’s purposes to reach the lost and setting the
oppressed free and elevating membership standards.
5. The Priesthood Principle: equipping the laity for ministry by
helping people identify God’s call, throwing gasoline on the
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burning bushes of other’s visions for ministry and nurture of
maturity.
6. The Leadership Principle: spiritual entrepreneurship where the
leader understands and articulates the why (mission statement), the
what (goal), and the how (strategy). (18)
Conclusion
The preceding research provided a theological perspective for this project in the
development of servant leadership, as well as a base in leadership theory and practice.
Encounter with these resources has not only increased my knowledge but also
encouraged me to develop an expression of servant leadership, which will be successful
for the twenty-first century. Two items seem particularly important to the setting in
Myanmar: (1) a leadership model more native to Christian community and superior to the
top-down, more authoritarian modes native to the culture of Myanmar, and (2) a model of
shared ministry in which the ministry resources of the Church are dramatically
multiplied. I am encouraged to think the walls between clergy and laity in the ministry
can be penetrated, issuing in one ministry for the people of God with one order from God.
At the same time, I foresaw difficulties in introducing these approaches in
Myanmar culture. Persons stuck in the hierarchical leadership models would need love
and understanding. I would put more emphasis on equipping young leaders with fresh
ideas. I would need perseverance and faithfulness in this counter cultural ministry to
which God called me, looking to God daily and depending on the power of the Holy
Spirit. Servant leadership requires having life in Christ and communion with God. Liaboe
and Guy claim, “The heart of servanthood is seeking God, and service to others becomes
an unconscious side effect of Christian maturity” (261). The biblical and theological base
developed here proved especially important in separating the servant leadership being
proposed from simple Western culture. The Church of Myanmar does not need to be
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Westernized or modernized. Though few of my colleagues resist such moves the
Scripture-based approaches they consider.
After walking with God, servant leaders have the responsibility to equip and train
others in their ministry and in the growth of their relationship with God. The primary goal
is developing a love relationship with the Father, which has an outgrowth of ministry.
The mature Christian “feels confident in God, seeks to follow God’s will, humility and
models servanthood, delights to obey God, and is motivated by love for God and others”
(Sanders 35; cf. Wilkins 141).
This literature review has given some attention to general leadership theory and its
impact on ministerial development. The review has focus especially on constructing a
model of ministry to equip and develop leaders and potential leaders for servant ministry.
I turn now in Chapter 3 to a more detail description of the project itself.
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CHAPTER 3
DESIGN OF THE STUDY
The Problem Restated
A leadership crisis is emerging in the Church of Myanmar, including the
Wesleyan Church, the focus of this project. Evidence indicates the problem in good part
stems from lack of vision among Christian leadership there and the use of leadership
styles ineffective in that culture. The sheer numbers in the Wesleyan Church of Myanmar
present a leadership challenge. Twenty-two pastors have the care of over nine thousand
members in forty-five churches, twelve of which have over five hundred members, ten of
which have between two hundred and four hundred members. Some clergy pastor four
churches. None of the forty-five churches have full-time secretaries or other full-time
church staff. The staffing need indicated by these numbers, however, is not in itself the
core of the need.
The leadership style of the Wesleyan Church, not staffing itself, presents the real
need. This need expresses itself in two major ways. First, a centuries-long history of
authoritarian leadership and deference to elders and leaders in Myanmar surfaces in the
Church in leadership attitudes and behaviors that do not nurture the Church. Second, and
closely related to this first problem, church leaders prove unwilling and/or unable to share
ministry with laypersons. In many of the Churches, the lone doers are clergy; the laity has
become spectators, watching from the pews. Some pastors see their inability to do all the
work in the Church by themselves but lack leadership skills to engage their congregations
in ministry. Others do not seem to grasp the need or options for developing leadership
and partners in ministry among the laypeople.
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My own ministry experience in Myanmar, consultation with numerous laypersons
and frustrated clergy in my home country, increased awareness of the current and historic
forces shaping the Church in Myanmar, and studies in Christian leadership at Asbury
Theological Seminary have prompted serious reflection on the ministry challenge facing
current leaders in the Church of Myanmar.
Clearly something is sadly amiss in Myanmar society at large and in the Church
in particular. Among other things the role of leadership needs to be changed. The answer
is not a transplant of North American leadership styles or superficial agreement with
North American leadership experts. Leaders need to develop authentic Christian
character and have to learn to live and lead as servants of Christ in ways appropriate to
the culture of Myanmar. At the least this always would mean, surrendering inappropriate
demands for deferential treatment and sharing ministry with laity, not because these are
or are not western values, but because the gospel of Christ calls all persons to such
approaches to human relationships, let alone leadership relationships.
Such changes that touch deeply imbedded cultural values do not happen easily or
quickly in Myanmar (or anywhere else). Nevertheless, I am confident that more adequate
preparation for Christian leadership over time can substantially influence the direction of
the Church. The courses in Christian Leadership I teach at Union Biblical Seminary in
Yangon and the seminars I have conducted on servant leadership for clergy make a small
but significant contribution to this process. This study has potential for wide spread
multiplication of influence because pastors and lay leader can themselves be agents of
change.

Liana 79
The Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this project was to design, use, and evaluate a training process for
pastors and potential leaders in the Wesleyan Church of Myanmar, which will help
develop skills and character for servant leadership. Thus, the project aimed to influence
persons at the point of their understanding of Christian leadership, their perceptions of
their roles as Christian leaders, and attitudes related to these. The study assessed changes
in perceptions of the Christian leader’s role, which occurred in the participants in the
training program on servant leadership. The training process attempted to ignite a desire
in each participant to have a personal and corporate vision for servant ministry and to
provide understanding on how to implement this vision. The intent was to inspire
Wesleyan Church leaders in Myanmar to become lifelong learners, always looking
forward and willing to shift ministry paradigms when traditional approaches prove
ineffective for ministry.
This study identified servant leadership as a model with potential for replacing
hierarchical, authoritarian leadership styles in the Church with more redemptive
approaches to the pastoral and lay leadership in the congregations of Myanmar. The
unique potential of this model arises from the fact that it stands not simply in Western
leadership theory but significantly in biblical revelation, a resource highly regarded in
Myanmar’s Wesleyan Church.
Equipping and educating pastors and training new potential leaders with the
attitudes and behaviors of servant leadership were the major focuses of this study. My
ultimate goal was to develop an effective training process that would assist pastoral
leadership with servant attitudes and practices for twenty-first century ministry. Beyond
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this present project, I hoped that this study might lay the groundwork for a long-term
process of equipping both clergy and lay leaders.
Statement of Research Questions
This study focused on three research questions that arise from the immediate
purpose stated above.
Research Question #1
What changes occurred in the selected pastors’ and students’ understanding of the
role of Christian leaders subsequent to their participation in the servant leadership
training?
This research question was approached by discovering and assessing participants’
perceptions of matters related to their call, their exercise of leadership authority, their
execution of various specific functions of ministry and other selected matters prior to and
following the SLTP. It assessed the assumed presence of a colonial, authoritarian
approach to leadership in the Wesleyan Church of Myanmar.
Research Question #2
What changes occurred in participants’ awareness of and commitment to servant
leadership training?
Whether or not this training successfully affected the trainees’ spiritual, mental,
and moral behavior that servant leadership required was the focus here. This research
would discover to some extent, at least, the ways in which Wesleyan Church leaders in
Myanmar already held a servant leadership model. It also enabled me to compare these
espouse ideals with the actual practice of ministry reported by the participants. Measure
of these matters before and after the training program allowed me to discover the change
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that occurred.
Research Question #3
How helpful and important was each element in the servant leadership training
program in influencing the participants’ understanding of and commitment to servant
leadership?
This research question sought to asses the effectiveness of specific features of the
content and elements of the training program in changing participants’ attitudes and
behavior in reference to leadership styles. It tested the effectiveness of the training
program designed for the study in introducing a servant leadership paradigm, breaking
through resistance to change, and enabling pastors and lay leaders to embrace new forms
of leadership. Pursuit of this question allowed item-by-item refinement of the curriculum
for both the retreat seminar and the UBS class.
Qualitative Population and Sample Boundaries
Two groups formed the samples for this study: (1) twenty Wesleyan pastors in the
ministerial retreat seminar and (2) twenty beginning students at the Union Biblical
Seminary in Yangon. In both cases the population and sample were identical. The twenty
pastors represented all of the available pastors of the Wesleyan Church in Myanmar. All
English proficient, degree-seeking students enrolled in the UBS course in Christian
Leadership formed the student population/sample.
The twenty Wesleyan pastors were active in full-time ministry and represented
90.9 percent of the twenty-two pastors of the Wesleyan Church in Myanmar. Among
them, eighteen were ordained and two were on probation. They ranged in age from
persons in their 30 to 60-year-olds, with widely differing length of ministry experience.
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With one exception, all of the pastors were males. They all had at least a diploma of three
years theological training. Among them two had masters degrees. Almost none of them
have a personal library because in Myanmar religious books (either in English or in
Burmese) are not available. A few of them may have less than twenty theological books
in the Mizo language. A few books are available in some libraries in Yangon city, but
most of those pastors are working in the rural areas, over six hundred miles from Yangon.
Internet access is not available in Myanmar, thus, these pastors have had almost no
biblical, theological, and Christian leadership resources for their ministry except their
previous training, the Bible, and their experience.
The student sample at the Union Biblical Seminary represented different
churches, different places, races, and denominations. Almost without exception they
came from poor families. Most of these students were under 30, persons who want to be
pastors, teachers, lay leaders, evangelists, or missionaries. Half of the student sample was
male, half female. While some of them have been involved with the youth ministries or
Sunday school in their local churches, others did not have any previous church leadership
experience. These students typically were strong in their faith and commitment to Christ.
Clearly these pastors and selected students represent the present leadership of the
Wesleyan Church, some potential leaders in this church and others as well. I have also
chosen these two populations due to the high costs of conducting training courses,
mailing, interviews, and travel in Myanmar. The research project period covered three
months from 1 October 2000 to 31 December 2000. In early October 2000 some
instructions, reading materials and pretest questions were mailed to each of the twenty
pastors. Due to different circumstances, only seventeen pastors showed up in the training.
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The twenty students were also given reading assignments (same as pastors’) and pretest
questions for the preparation of the course.
Instrumentation and Materials
I use the following instruments and materials in this project.
Instrumentation
Two major instruments were used in this project. First, a set of researcherdeveloped surveys was administered to participants to assess their understandings and
practice of servant leadership or the lack thereof. These surveys were administered to the
selected pastors and students prior to and after their servant leadership training events.
The response items are identical in all four surveys, i.e., for the pastors and the students,
before and after the training event (see Appendix C). The introductory lines of the
surveys are altered to address the response items to the appropriate population sample
and training event. These instruments gathered demographic information: age, level of
formal education, and ministry experience.
Second, following the leadership training events an interview was conducted in
the selected interview format, structured by a set of researcher-developed questions. Five
pastors and five students were interviewed to seek more extensive information on their
(1) appraisal of the training process, (2) conception of changes in their leadership
attitude, and (3) their self-assessment of anticipated leadership behavior changes (see
Appendix E).
The interview followed Fowler’s guidelines (33). I read the interview questions
carefully and tape recorded without interviewer distraction. The questions were nondirective and stated in simple words. A part-time secretary recorded and transcribed all
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the interviews and research process from Mizo. Fowler’s suggestions for microphone
placement have been modified for Myanmar cultural sensitivities. Attention was given to
helping the participants feel comfortable having their words recorded.
Materials
Three sets of materials were used in this project. First, Murray’s little book,
Humility: The Beauty of Holiness, was given to participants upon completion of the
pretest. This reading helped the participants a sense of the training’s focus, heightening
interest in the topic.
Second, I developed curriculum and supporting materials for a five-week module
for students in the Christian Leadership class at the Union Biblical Seminary in Yangon
for October-November 2000 (see Appendix A).
Third, the same curriculum and supporting materials were used in abbreviated
form for a seminar for a five-day ministers’ retreat in November 2000 also in Yangon.
These curricular materials were developed in consultation with Dr. Fred Van
Tatenhove and Dr. David Thompson of Asbury Theological Seminary.
Reliability and Validity
I tested the validity of the surveys and interview questions upon my return to
Myanmar in a Mizo cultural setting. The test was given to at least ten Mizo persons
nearly as possible comparable in their linguistic abilities to the sample populations. Their
understanding of the questions was clearly discerned. The surveys were revised in light of
these pretest sessions to increase the validity of these instruments. The instruments
themselves have been developed in detailed consultation with Dr. Fred Van Tatenhove,
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retired Professor of Pastoral Care and Counseling at Asbury Theological Seminary, and
Dr. David Thompson, Professor of Biblical Studies, also of Asbury Seminary.
Data Collection
The pretest survey for students at Union Biblical Seminary was administered to
the select population sample the second week of October 2000. Upon completion of the
pretest survey, the reading material from Murray was distributed. The survey was
administered under test conditions at the seminary, guaranteeing sufficient privacy and
security that the answers would be candid. The participants read Murray’s materials
during the third week of October, the semester break at the seminary. Because of the
level of English proficiency of the seminary students, the survey form was given in
English.
The pretest survey was administered to the seventeen selected pastors at a
ministerial development meeting in Tahan, mid-October 2000. The survey was
administered in English as it appears in Appendix C. It was accompanied by my oral
translation into Mizo with careful explanation in Mizo of the survey response format and
the point of the questions where necessary. In this process careful attention was given not
to skew or prejudice questions in the course of translation and explanation. Because of
the high degree of sensitivity to the opinion of others in this particular cultural setting and
the rather countercultural nature of some matters covered on the survey, seating of the
ministers for the pretest was arranged so as to create privacy to allow candid responses.
Upon completion of the pretest survey, the reading materials from Murray’s book were
distributed.
The instruction components were given in two different settings. The five-day
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ministers’ seminar was held the final week of November in Yangon following the
curriculum outlined in Appendix A. The five-week component on servant leadership in
the Union Biblical Seminary class on Christian Leadership was offered beginning the
fourth week of October, following the curriculum outlined in Appendix A.
Following the five-day ministers’ seminar, the posttest survey was administered,
using the same procedure as that given above for the pretest survey. Similarly, upon
completion of the five-week curriculum on servant leadership in the course on Christian
Leadership at Union Biblical Seminary, the posttest survey was administered in an exam
setting.
The interviews with five selected students from the Christian Leadership class and
five selected pastors from the Ministers’ Seminar sample population were conducted in
Mizo immediately following the posttest survey for each group. An assisting secretary
recorded and transcribed the Mizo interviews into a typewritten record to allow
appropriate analysis. I translated these transcriptions into English for use in the
dissertation where necessary.
Data Analysis
After the pretest and posttest surveys were completed I tabulated the responses to
each item on the survey, providing total, mean, and standard deviation for each item.
Four general sets of figures were available for each item: the ministers’ pretest and
posttest results and the students’ pretest and posttest results. Data for these larger groups
were to be calculated according to the age groupings, length of ministry experience, and
gender reported on the surveys, with mean and standard deviation. These calculations
would have allowed me to compare not only the students’ and the ministers’ responses
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and the relative effectiveness of the five-day seminar and the five-week UBS class but
also to have compared finding among the various age, experience, and gender groupings
of the two samples. Garbled reporting and recording of the demographic data
compromised my used of that information.
When calculations and analysis were completed, I asked a seminary professor
who teaches pastoral theology at Immanuel Theological Institute, and the Dissertation
Process Committee to review the findings in order to make sure that I had drawn
objective and warranted conclusions. Then I prepared the final summaries and
conclusions for the whole studies of servant leadership models Myanmar Wesleyan
Church leaders.
Variables
I now consider the independent and dependent variables to be taken into account.
Independent Variables
The varying spiritual gifts of the participants, their general theological
convictions, personality types, previous educational experience, specific cultural context
with larger Myanmar and Mizo culture, socioeconomic station, depth of spiritual insight
and strength of commitment to Jesus Christ, their culture transcending capacities, and the
ministries of the Spirit during the training events all these (and no doubt other cultural
and spiritual factors) had the capacity to influence the results of this study. Either
impractical or impossible for me to attempt to manage these factors or measure the
impact of these independent variables on the results of the study.
Dependent Variables
The instruments attempted to measure the participants’ differing understandings
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of the role of the Christian leader and their awareness of and commitment to servant
leadership behaviors and character. Prior to and then following the SLTP the relative
effectiveness of the five-day seminar as compared to the five-week UBS class that
expected to affect the study’s outcome were assessed by the instruments.
Varying age and length of tenure in Christian ministry surely influenced
outcomes. Attempts were made to identify these by decade groups. Myanmar culture,
which places high regard on older persons and persons with leadership status, makes
these important matters. Unfortunately, as noted above, compromised demographic data
aborted this intent. Among the student sample the possible impact of gender was
weighed. Because the pastors included only one female so that gender identification
denied this participant her anonymity, the impact of gender was not considered for this
part of the sample. The very high gender inequality in Myanmar leads one to think this
factor could be important. For example, until 1997 no women ordained in the Methodist
and Presbyterian traditions in Myanmar. The Baptists do not ordain women still. The
Wesleyan Church in Myanmar started ordaining woman in 1997.
Summary
This chapter restated the problem and dealt with the specific design of the
research project. It included how the subjects were identified and the criteria used to
determine a sample group. It also included how the instruments were used in order to
collect the data; how the data were collected and analyzed; and the variables, which must
be considered the drawing conclusions. Chapter 4 offers an analysis of data collection
during post-seminar interviews, my observation during the seminars, and written
evaluation of both pre- and posttest returns from participants. Chapter 5 reports,
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interprets, and evaluates the major findings of the study and presents suggestions and
conclusions from the findings.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY
Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to present the findings of the study based on an
analysis of data from the surveys, the interviews, and evaluation questionnaires
administered before and after the servant leadership training program (SLTP). A brief
review of the project sets the context for the report of my findings.
Purpose and Brief Review of the Project
A long national history of autocratic governance and unquestioned deference to
elders and leaders has significantly shaped the leadership culture of the Wesleyan Church
in Myanmar. Two leadership problems for the Wesleyan Church have emerged from a
leadership culture thus shaped. First, authoritarian hierarchical leadership attitudes and
behaviors prevail among the pastors of the Wesleyan Church as among those of other
churches in Myanmar. This leadership culture stands at odds with the servant leadership
model taught and modeled by the Lord Jesus. Predictably, it also proves ill suited for
nurturing the Church in Myanmar. Second and closely related to this first problem,
church leaders appear unwilling and/or unable to share ministry with laypersons.
Wesleyan Church leadership in Myanmar seems to lack vision for mobilizing a Church
full of servants doing the work of ministry.
This project aimed to address these problems and to assess one approach to
bringing needed change in the leadership culture of the Wesleyan Church of Myanmar.
As described at length in the preceding chapter, I designed a servant leadership training
program (SLTP) offered in two venues in Myanmar in the fall of 2000: at a five-day
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retreat for Wesleyan pastors in late November and in a five-week module for students in
the Christian Leadership class at Union Biblical Seminary in Yangon in October and
November. The intent for the servant leadership training program was to explore the
feasibility of training traditional hierarchical Wesleyan pastors to become successful
servant leaders for twenty-first century ministry. Another focus of this study was to
determine which training components were most effective for inspiring the desire to
become servant leaders and which components might build a foundation for lifelong
learning in transformational thinking and practices in the spirit of servanthood.
I designed and administered a pre-class and post-class survey (see Appendix C) to
determine change in the participants’ alignment with behaviors and attitudes appropriate
to a servant model of leadership during the course of the servant leadership training
experiences. These surveys were supplemented by personal interviews with selected
pastors and students following the training events (see Appendix E). A questionnaire
evaluating the perceived effectiveness of the class at Union Biblical Seminary (see
Appendix D) and another evaluating the pastors’ seminar process and presentation itself
(see Appendix B) were also administered.
Profile of Participants
The participants in the this study of servant leadership in Myanmar exhibited the
following profile.
Number of Participants
The plan was to have twenty of the twenty-two pastors of the Wesleyan Church
participate in the servant leadership training program at the pastors’ retreat. Due to
illnesses and difficulty of communication, seventeen pastors finally completed the
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SLTP.16
Although the number attending was less than I hoped, these pastors represented around
81 percent of the Wesleyan pastors in Myanmar and thus presented an extraordinary
opportunity for instruction and influence of Wesleyan leadership. The program began
with a five-day retreat for pastors on 23 November 2000 and was completed on 30
November 2000 with the last interview.
Twenty-five students had enrolled in Union Biblical Seminary’s Christian
leadership class for the fall and thus participated in the servant leadership training
component of the course. So as to provide maximum diversity geographically and
ethnographically, twenty of the twenty-five were selected to complete the pre-class and
post-class and the class evaluation. Five were selected for interviews.
Ethnicity, Gender, and Geographic Distribution
Among the clergy participants indicating their ethnicity, thirteen (76 percent)
were Mizo. One was Falam, another was Zotung, and another Khuangsai. Among the
students, two (10 percent) were Haka, two (10 percent) Zotung, one (5 percent) was
Bamar, one (5 percent) Khuangsai, while the remaining fourteen (70 percent) were Mizo.
The clergy participants included only one female. Among the student participants,
eight (40 percent) were female, twelve (60 percent) were male.
Geographically, three clergy participants (18 percent) were from Chin Hills, the
other fourteen from Kalay-Kabaw Valley. These seventeen pastors represented four
districts. Four of the clergy (24 percent) pastored two to four churches the other thirteen
served one church. Among the students three (15 percent) came from Chin Hills, two (10
percent) from the central part of Myanmar, and the remaining 15 percent were from
16

I am included in the twenty-two.
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Kalay-Kabaw Valley.
Age and Ministry Experience
Participants were asked to indicate their age by decade. Pastors also were to
register their years in ministry. When this demographic data was tabulated and analyzed,
however, baffling results indicated that there had been confusion among the participants
in filling out this portion of the survey. As a result, this information could not reliably be
used for the project. This is most regretable but impossible to remedy at this point.
Findings Regarding Research Question 1
The three research questions driving this project as a whole provide the main
outline for presentation of the findings regarding the servant leadership training program.
The first research question asked, “What changes occurred in the selected pastors’
and students’ understanding of the role of Christian leaders subsequent to their
participation in the servant leadership training?” The pretest and posttest servant
leadership survey (see Appendix C) provides the most extensive and quantitative data for
responding to this question. The servant leadership interview information enriches and
illuminates this data at points (see Appendix E).
Servant Leadership Survey Data
In the servant leadership survey, participating pastors and students responded to
twenty-two statements regarding the call to minister, the possession and exercise of
pastoral authority, the conduct of Christian ministries, and general matters related to
pastoral ministry. Their responses registered the degree to which they agreed with the
statement on a six-point continuum from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” For
purposes of analysis, these responses were then converted to numerical values from one

Liana 94
(strongly disagree) to six (strongly agree).
Statements clustered around the four topics noted above provided summary
variables embedded in the survey and scales for analysis. The statements centered
around four issues I deemed of particular importance in presenting and assessing a
servant leadership stance in Myanmar culture. The scales were comprised as follows:
“the call” to Christian ministries (statements 1, 5, 8, 19, and 20), authority (statements 2,
10, 11, 14, and 16), ministry (statements 3, 9, 13, 15, 17, and 21), plus a set of general
ministry matters (statements 4, 6, 7, 12, 18, and 22). There is value in assessing these
issues separately. First I consider data regarding the servant leadership survey data as a
whole.
Servant leadership survey as a whole. Consideration of participants’ responses
to the survey as a whole allowed general assessment of the impact of the SLTP on them.
Separation of the pastors’ responses from those of the students allowed comparison of the
two groups (see Table 1). The variable of interest here was the sum of the responses for
each statement. Since the survey contained twenty-two statements, each with possible
values of one to six, the minimum possible sum of each participant’s responses was
twenty-two (22 x 1), the maximum possible 132 (22 x 6). The mean and standard
deviation proved useful for general assessment since the mean registered location and
movement of the responses of the groups as a whole and the standard deviation indicated
degree of consensus in the group.
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Table 1. Summary of All Responses to Servant Leadership Survey (SLS)
Group
Pastors
Students

17
20

Pretest
Mean
87.18
83.75

S.D.
8.1
3.2

Post Test
Mean
S.D.
77.47
8.5
50.40
5.2

t-test
3.4
25.53

p-value
0.001
<0.001

Statements in the servant leadership survey (see Appendix C) were framed from
traditional Myanmar perspectives. Thus, agreeing with the statements endorsed
traditional approaches to pastoral ministry, approaches generally not inclined toward
servant leadership. On the other hand, disagreeing with survey statements registered
dissent from traditional Myanmar approaches to ministry and the embracing of
understandings, behaviors, and attitudes indicative of servant leadership. The one
exception to this reading was statement twelve, which propounded a pro-servant
leadership attitude (humility) and so required a reverse scale for analysis. The nature of
the statements and valuing of the responses consequently means that lower scores would
indicate endorsement of servant leadership understandings, behaviors, and attitudes
would be more desirable from my perspective. Conversely, higher scores would indicate
agreement with traditional, culturally predictable approaches to Christian ministry in
Myanmar, responses generally at odds with a servant leadership stance and viewed as
undesirable from my perspective.
Considering the pastors’ and students’ responses to the survey as a whole, the
mean score of the pastors’ group dropped from 87.18 to 77.47, the mean score of the
Students’ group dropped from 83.75 to 50.40. The pastors moved from reporting
minimal affirmation of a servant leadership stance to somewhat stronger but still
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moderate affirmation of that stance. They moved from a position squarely in the middle
of the traditional culture versus servant leader continuum to an understanding more
inclined to moderate affirmation of the servant leader stance. Consensus among the
pastors taken as a whole standard deviation moved from 8.1 pretest to 8.5 posttest.
Taking the Bible school students’ responses to the servant leadership survey as a
whole, consensus, as indicated by Standard Deviation (SD) began and ended much tighter
than among the pastors. As with the pastors, however, the STLP prompted change among
the group as indicated by the increase in the students’ standard deviation from 3.2 on the
pretest to 5.2 on the posttest.

Table 2. Comparison of Pretest/Posttest SLS Statement Agreement for Pastors

Statement 4:
Statement 5:
Statement 6:
Statement 11:

Disagree
Agree
Disagree
Agree
Disagree
Agree
Disagree
Agree

Pretest
01
15
09
07
06
10
05
11

Posttest
06
10
14
02
14
03
11
06

p-value
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s

n/a
0.04
n/a
0.05
0.01
0.01
0.05
0.05

The students began with a stance close to that of the pastors, with a pretest mean
of 83.75 (pastors 87.18), taking their responses to the servant leadership survey as a
whole. The result located them with the pastors approximately in the middle of the
traditional culture versus servant leader continuum. The students’ 50.4 mean on the
posttest showed a 33.35 point or a 27.9 percent drop in this figure. The result would seem
to register a shift by the students from nearly traditional to solidly servant stance
responses. It shows nearly four times the degree of change registered by the pastors.
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Table 3. Comparison of Pretest/Posttest SLS Statement Agreement for Students
Statement Agreement
Statement 1:
Disagree
Agree
Statement 2:
Disagree
Agree
Statement 3:
Disagree
Agree
Statement 4:
Disagree
Agree
Statement 5:
Disagree
Agree
Statement 6:
Disagree
Agree
Statement 7:
Disagree
Agree
Statement 8:
Disagree
Agree
Statement 10:
Disagree
Agree
Statement 11:
Disagree
Agree
Statement 14:
Disagree
Agree
Statement 15:
Disagree
Agree
Statement 16:
Disagree
Agree
Statement 17:
Disagree
Agree
Statement 18:
Disagree
Agree
Statement 19:
Disagree
Agree
Statement 20:
Disagree
Agree
Statement 21:
Disagree
Agree
Statement 22:
Disagree
Agree

Pretest
15
05
05
15
03
17
05
15
08
12
05
15
04
16
05
15
08
12
08
12
09
11
11
09
01
19
04
16
04
16
04
16
07
13
14
06
07
13

Posttest
20
00
19
00
18
02
17
03
20
00
17
03
13
07
18
02
20
00
20
00
18
02
20
00
15
05
16
04
17
03
20
00
20
00
20
00
19
01

p-value
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s
Chi-square
Fisher’s

n/a
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
n/a
0.01
0.00
0.00

Because the participants’ pretests and posttests were not matched, a two-sample ttest for equality of the pretest and posttest means was performed. Both t-tests clearly
indicated that the mean of the total score dropped significantly (p-values < 0.01) from the
pretest to the posttest. Therefore, for both students and pastors, one can conclude that the
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level of agreement with servant leadership principles as taught in the Christian leadership
seminar increased in statistically significant amounts. The difference in pretest mean
scores and posttest mean scores was less among the pastors but still highly significant
statistically. The SLTP experience is shown clearly to be an effective tool for modifying
opinion and reported understanding among these populations, at least short-term.
The project samples proved too small to discern statistically significant movement
in the participants’ views between the six options open for each statement: strongly
disagree, disagree, moderately disagree, moderately agree, agree, and strongly agree.
Collapsing the six responses into simple disagree/agree categories for pretest and posttest,
however, did show statistically significant findings in several cases with the Chi-square
test and in all but a few cases by Fisher’s exact test. Configuring the data this way—
disagree/agree—the pastors registered a significant change in view on statements 4, 5, 6,
and 11. The students showed statistically significant movement in their view on all but
three statements (9, 12 and 13. see Tables 2 and 3).17
Servant leadership survey: the call. Taking up the four issues around which
statements clustered in the servant leadership survey, I consider first the matter of the
call. The statements clustering around the issue of God’s call to Christian ministries were
statements 1, 5, 8, 19, and 20 (see Appendix C for full statements). The statements
pertained to the limits of that call (primarily for pastors and missionaries or including
laypersons) and the identity of persons who do as opposed to receive ministry, the nature
of the authority given with the call, and the role of pastors as representatives of persons to
God. For five statements with responses valued from one to six (5x6), the highest
possible score was 30 (SA or high traditional) the lowest possible (5x1) was 5 (SD or
17

“Significant” in this chapter means “statistically significant.”
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highest affirmation of servant stance). Table 4 reports a summary of the pastors’ and
students’ responses to these statements.

Table 4. Summary of SLS Responses Regarding the Call to Christian Ministries
Pretest

Group
Pastors
Students

Mean
18.92
18.80

S.D.
2.8
2.3

Posttest
Mean
S.D.
15.00
4.0
9.00
2.0

t-test
3.02
14.52

p-value
0.0027
0.0

The pastors and students registered just about the same overall response to the set
of statements pertaining to the call (pastors’ mean 18.92; students’ mean 18.80). Both
groups showed moderate affirmation of the servant leader stance, not far below a
traditional response, and both showed consensus on these items as a group (see SD). Both
groups showed significant movement toward a clearer affirmation of servant leadership,
but the posttest mean for the students was cut in half, from 18.80 to 9.00. This mean
showed the students now strongly disagreeing with the more traditional statements of
survey, strongly affirming a servant leader stance on these matters of call. Interestingly,
at the same time, the pastors’ group lowered its mean score, its range of responses
broadened, as indicated by the S.D. rise from 2.8 to 4.0.
Servant leadership survey: authority. Five statements in the servant leadership
survey dealt explicitly or implicitly with the issue of pastoral authority. These were
statements 2, 10, 11, 14, and 16. Committee leadership, agenda setting for meetings,
delegation of decision making, the perceived “rank” of the pastor relative to laypersons,
and proper forms of address for clergy are covered. Table 3 reports responses to these
statements as a group by both pastors and students.
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Regarding the authority of the clergy, the mean of the pastors’ responses showed
them moderately affirming traditional cultural norms both before and after the seminar
(pretest mean 23.07; posttest mean 20.93), with similar consensus throughout. Significant
change among those in the 21-30 year old age group makes one wish this demographic
information were more reliable for use throughout. This group scored a pretest mean of
27.00 but moved to a mean of 18.50 in posttest (i.e., from affirmation of a traditional
stance to a more servant-oriented view). The pastors’ group has not conceded much
ground on the issue of authority as a whole. As the survey stands their change does not
carry significance.

Table 5. Servant Leadership Survey Responses Regarding Authority
Group
Pastors

Mean
23.07

Pretest
S.D.
3.1

Posttest
Mean
S.D.
20.93
3.6

Students

23.40

1.6

13.58

2.7

t-test
1.69

p-value
0.051

14.00

0.0

The students’ pretest mean of 23.40 placed them at virtually the same place as the
pastors’ with tight consensus (SD only 1.6). Unlike the pastors’ response to the seminar,
the students reported a dramatic and significant shift in their understanding of pastoral
authority, moving from 23.40 to 13.57, a direct affirmation of the servant leader’s stance,
with a slightly broader range of responses than before (SD 2.7).
Servant leadership survey: ministry. Six statements in the servant leadership
survey were devoted to ministry responsibilities and prerogatives: statements 3, 9, 13, 15,
17, and 21. The statements treat allocation of responsibility for visiting and praying for
the congregation, for spiritual care, administration of sacraments and special services, and
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the “right” of preaching.
In this set of six statements and response values from one to six, the maximum
total score for strong agreement was 36 (6 x 6); minimum total score for strong
agreement was 6 (6 x 1).

Table 6. Summary of SLS Responses Regarding Ministry
Pretest

Group
Pastors
Students

Mean
27.00
23.63

S.D.
3.8
1.7

Post Test
Mean
S.D.
26.13
3.7
15.30
2.8

t-test
0.66
11.84

p-value
0.256
0.0

Viewing the pastors’ responses to these six statements as a whole (see table 6),
their mean scores located them as moderately affirming a traditional (i.e., non-servant)
understanding of these responsibilities and prerogatives. Pretest and posttest scores
showed slight but not statistically significant movement toward moderately affirming a
servant leader stance (pretest 27.00 to posttest 26.13). Working only from the mean, one
might be inclined to think of the pastors here as reluctant or not open to change on these
items. Consideration of specific statements shows the situation to be more complex,
however, with interesting movement registered on statements 3, 13, 15, and 21.
The student group entered the module at UBS just barely inside the “affirm
servant leader stance” range (pretest mean 23.63) and with tight consensus (SD 1.7)
(Table 6). Exiting the servant leadership training module, the posttest mean (15.30) had
shifted significantly and stood squarely in the range of responses affirming a servant
leader’s stance.
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Servant leadership and Course Evaluation Interviews
I interviewed five pastors and students covering seven questions regarded as most
critical in determining the participants’ understanding and agreement with the main
materials covered in the SLTP. Although the interviewees were not differentiated by age,
geographic placement, or ethnic background, they were deliberately selected with an eye
toward diversity in these matters in each of the sets of interviews.18
Question 1 asked how the participants understood God’s call to both pastors and
laity for ministry. The five pastors interviewed responded with an understanding of the
call that both endorsed lay ministries according to the gifts of the Spirit and a special call
for pastors or missionaries or other church leaders/workers. Two pastors noted the few
who respond to the call of God, but they did not deny that lay persons could or should
respond to God’s call to minister with their gifts.
The students interviewed gave essentially the same balanced response regarding
“the call.” One recognized that all believers are responsible to the Great Commission
(Matt. 28:19-20). Student A is representative: “In general, God calls every believer for
his ministry, but in particular, a certain people are called to be full-time ministers.”
Question 3 asked, “Who is responsible for leading the committee meetings, home
visitation, and preaching in the Church?” All of the pastors except Pastor D endorsed the
idea that appropriate laypersons could lead “the committee meetings.”19 Pastor C
confined that ministry to times when the pastor is absent; Pastor E permitted the lay
leadership “when necessary.” Several of the pastors pointed to the need for lay leader
18

For purposes of confidentiality, no participant’s name was used in the text of this report nor
references made to that participant’s church or specific location. Pastors and students were simply
identified by letters of the alphabet.
19
“The committee meetings” refer to the meetings officially known as the Local Board of
Administration. Other various committees were not addressed.
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preaching because of their workload with administration of the sacraments at the multiple
churches in their charges.
Four of the five pastors felt free to have lay leaders minister in home visitation;
one did not. Pastors B, C, and D all mentioned the widely held opinion among Myanmar
Church members that the pastor should visit persons in their home, no matter how many
laypersons may visit. Pastor B even determined his own sense of responsibility based on
the lay visitation. Clearly at this point a need to help congregations value and see the
importance of lay visitation ministries appears.
All of the pastors explicitly or implicitly allowed lay ministers to preach. Pastor C
even spoke of the subject as part of the “design” for lay ministers. All of them expressed
the desire to preach more themselves but acknowledged their workload did not permit the
ministry. In this context I see lay preaching as more of an accepted necessity, perhaps,
than something actually desired by the pastors in general. One pastor cited his reluctance
due to “problems,” probably theological problems, that might occur with lay ministers’
preaching.
Four of the five students were clear in wanting to see more lay ministers
preaching. They cited unavailability of the pastor (student A), the appeal of lay
evangelists in particular (students A and B), and even more emphatically the issue of a
call specifically to preach (students A, B, C, D). They wished to preserve the Wesleyan
Church’s historic openness to lay evangelists, an openness they perceived lacking in
“mainline churches.” Student E reserved preaching for the pastor and really wished to
have more pastoral preaching rather than confining the pastor to administration of
sacraments.
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All the students thought lay leaders could or should lead “the committee,” with
student D preferring lay leadership and E stating appreciation for the Wesleyan
Discipline’s structuring of this opportunity for a lay vice chair of the Local Board of
Administration. Student D actually envisioned a more spiritual guiding and advising role.
All of the students seemed open to lay visitation ministries. Student C even included lay
visitation in the call to both lay and clergy.
Three students however registered some concern. Student B thought the pastor
was “more responsible” for this visitation. Student D apparently had experienced a nearly
complete lack of pastoral visitation and wanted to see the pastor at least once a year.
Student E accepted the fact that cell ministries open up lay visitation but reflected the
expectation noted earlier that the pastor really should be the one to visit those who are
sick or have family problems.
Findings Regarding Research Question 2
The second research question asked, “What changes occurred in the selected
pastors’ and students’ behaviors and character subsequent to their experience of the
servant leadership training? Materials from the Servant Leadership Survey’s “general
items” focus (see Appendix C) and questions 2, 4, and 5 of the Servant Leadership
Seminar/Course Evaluation interview (see Appendix E) particularly address question 2.
Servant Leadership Survey: General Matters
Items pertaining generally to servant leadership, especially to expectations of
deference, the role of humility in servant leadership, and related matters of seating and
dress were addressed here. These appear in statements 4, 6, 7, 12, and 22 of the survey.
Taking these general matters of rank, expectations of deference, and related
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matters for servant leadership, the mean score for the pastors for all practical purposes
showed moderate affirmation of a servant leader stance. The pretest mean, 20.13 was
actually just outside that range into traditional culture “territory.” The posttest mean,
17.06, showed slight but significant movement toward servant leadership expectations
and attitudes.

Table 7. Summary of SLS Responses Regarding General Matters
Group

Pretest

Pastors
Students

Mean
20.13
18.80

S.D.
2.6
1.9

Post Test
Mean
S.D.
17.06
3.1
12.65
2.3

t-test
2.98
8.09

p-value
0.0029
0.0

The students’ pretest mean score already located them in moderate affirmation of
a servant leader stance (18.10). The posttest mean (12.65) showed significant movement
in the strength of their affirmation of a servant leader’s stance.
Data on some of the specific statements deserves note here. Statement 12
affirmed humility as “necessary for successful pastoral leadership.” All participants
agreed with this statement in both pretest and posttest SLS. No change in viewpoint
occurred at the disagree/agree level. Hence no statistically significant results appear,
though interesting movement over the more detailed response options was apparent. In
spite of the statistical insignificance of the findings on statement 12, the “pro-humility”
response will prove important to my interpretation of the results over all.
Two of the four specific statements in which the pastors as a group showed
significant movement toward a servant stance appear in the “general matters” (statements
4 and 6). Both deal with social rank and deference issues as expressed in provision of
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seating for pastors. The students showed significant change toward a servant stance in all
items of the “general matters” scale, except statement 12 noted above.
Interviews with Pastors and Students
Following the STLP I interviewed five pastors and students covering seven
questions I regarded as most critical in determining the participants’ understanding and
agreement with the main materials covered in the UBS module and the retreat. Although
the interviewees are not differentiated by age, geographic placement, or ethnic
background, participants were selected with a deliberate attempt to achieve diversity in
these matters in each set of interviewees. Appendix E has the interview instrument.
Questions 2, 4, and 5 were most relevant to research question 2.
Interview question 2. “Question 2” was actually a cluster of related questions:
“How do you define servant leaders? Will servant leadership be appropriate for Myanmar
ministry? Why?”
The pastors’ responses indicated that they had picked up a number of the
important emphases of the SLTP and its definition of the “servant leader.” The centrality
of following Jesus’ model of servant leadership and of ministering out of wholehearted
love of God was mentioned. The importance of humility and of non-dictatorial, shared
leadership approaches to ministry were emphasized, clearly contrasting the servant leader
with the so-called “boss pastor.” The tendency of persons to respond more favorably to a
servant approach, which respects their opinions, was noted, recommending servant
leadership for both “secular and religious organizations.”
All the pastors interviewed noted that the approach to ministry presented in the
SLTP stood in contrast both to the culture at large and to ways leaders in the Church in
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Myanmar have typically functioned. One pastor noted that the SLTP “was the opposite of
the leadership style practiced in Myanmar. Another acknowledged, “our culture, politics,
and religious practices are not exactly appropriate for servant leadership.” This consensus
emphatically underscores the problem outlined as the focus of this project and by
implication showed understanding of and some commitment to the sorts of attitudes
germane to servant leadership.
The consensus seemed to be that servant leadership would be redemptive and
possible for the Church in Myanmar, even though it would present a challenge. The need
for such an approach was clearly recognized.
Students’ interview answers showed their understanding of servant leaders and
how servant leadership would be practiced in Myanmar. Servant leaders, they said, have
humble hearts and love God wholeheartedly and desire to reflect that love to other
people. Leaders have a desire to exemplify Christian lifestyle to secular persons and
followers of other faiths in Myanmar. Servant leaders are flexible in decision making.
They grant others freedom of choice, which opens opportunities for sharing tasks with
others, according to the students. According to student B, servant leadership represents a
“life-time of learning ... from the ones they serve.” Servant leaders imitate Jesus.
All five saw the need of servant leadership in Myanmar and believed it would be
appropriate in Myanmar ministry. They saw it as worthwhile for Christian witness,
especially in the culture of popular Buddhism where control of desires is more prominent
than transformation of persons into individuals with a true servant’s heart.
Interview question 4. Question 4 probed the relationship between Jesus’ washing
of his disciples’ feet and Christian leadership. All the pastors in one way or another saw
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that Jesus’ washing of the disciples’ feet was love and service and humility in action, not
just in words. Pastors C, D, and E connected the idea generally with what present
Christian leaders should do. They should “lead people ... by serving” (Pastor C) and are
reminded of Jesus’ leadership model (D and E). Pastor E stated with particular clarity:
“Christian ministry starts from below and lifts up people in Christ. Jesus wants us to
follow his way of leading people, and it is self-sacrificial life.” Pastors interviewed
related Jesus’ behavior here to first-century Jewish culture, but none mentioned contrasts
with Burmese culture or specific contemporary expressions of this ancient act of Jesus in
ways counter to Burmese culture. This latter cultural matter was not addressed in the
more abbreviated pastors’ presentation.
All of the students clearly understood the essence of Jesus’ act of washing the
disciples feet. They appreciate the lowly, “impossible” nature of what Jesus did, because
of similar cultural taboos in the Myanmar context. The students did seem to reflect the
more extensive teaching of their UBS course in the depth and breadth of their theological
reflection on this incident. Jesus’ servant act represented “equality in God’s sight
[between laypersons and pastors]” (Student C). It stood in contrast to Buddhist
possibilities (Students C and E). Student A drew a comparison with the filth of our sins
and the washing of Jesus’ blood, while Student B saw this foot washing as simply another
of Jesus’ acts that would culminate in the cross.
One student mentioned explicitly the contrast here with autocratic, “boss”
pastoring. Another highlighted the “beyond cultural boundary” nature of Christian
ministry in light of Jesus’ act in John 13.
Interview question 5. Question 5 asked for the three most important
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characteristics of servant leadership for Myanmar ministry. All of the pastors answered
connecting servant leadership to a humble spirit and to caring concern for others. Few
mentioned specific Burmese cultural traits that might stand as barriers to servant
leadership (Contrast with Pastor A’s idea). Pastor B noted how this servant leadership is
contrary to human, self-serving natural responses. Pastor C connected servant leadership
to serious prayer that could open ministry to Buddhists. Pastor D also related to prayer
ministry. Pastor E pointed out the basic connection with actually being “born again.”
Pastor A specifically contrasted servant leadership with the “boss pastor” label of
autocratic behavior in Burma. Pastor D called for, “leadership training program”
opportunities as a possible response to the need.
Students A and E shared Pastor E’s concern that the servant heart is based on the
minister’s actually being “born again.” Beyond this concern all of the students, like the
pastors, showed understanding of the basic qualities of humility and concern for others
necessary for the servant leader. Students A and D related servant ministry to a passion
for lost persons, while others mentioned the need of human beings, including Buddhists,
for the love shown in servant leadership (B and C). Student E recognized the lack of
servant leaders among Christians in Myanmar and suggested the importance of leadership
training at this point.
Findings Regarding Research Question 3
The third research question asked, “How helpful and important was each element
in the servant leadership training programs in influencing the participants’ understanding
of and commitment to servant leadership?” Three sources of information relate to this
research question. First, questions 6 and 7 of the servant leadership seminar and course
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evaluation interview (see Appendix E) administered to both pastors and students
addressed the helpfulness of the course and opened up the question of the participants’
present views or commitments. Second, the servant leadership seminar further evaluation
questions (see Appendix B) probed this helpfulness further, addressing the presentation
and materials themselves. It was administered to the pastors at the conclusion of the
retreat. Third, the Servant Leadership Course Evaluation posed fifteen questions to the
students regarding the helpfulness of specific parts of the UBS course module and was
addressed only to the students taking that course.
Evaluation of Pastors’ Retreat
The following results evaluate the pastors’ retreat.
Interview question 6. All five pastors interviewed thought the SLTP was quite
helpful. Three pastors (B, C, and D) confessed that their approach to pastoring had not
been characterized by servant leadership but instead had reflected the dominant culture,
as this study had assumed. One pastor put this view most sharply by saying, “At first I
thought Christian pastors should be always above the people” (Pastor B). All five became
willing to try practicing servant leadership. As Pastor B continued, “After this course, I
see from a different corner.” They recognized the difficulty of this way, and Pastor D
confessed he would not call himself a servant leader but thought becoming a true servant
leader would be a “long-term process” of practicing and learning.
All five pastors interviewed seemed enthusiastic in their willingness to
recommend the SLTP to other pastors (see Appendix E, question 7) even “for every
Christian leader, both young and old” (Pastor A), “to every pastor and lay leader in every
denomination” (Pastor B), for “all Christian leaders”—“a must do thing” (Pastor D) and
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for “everyone” (Pastor E). Pastor A saw the link to evangelism and “winning” Myanmar.
The pastors showed awareness of the counter-cultural nature of the SLTP and its
applicability across denominational lines. Touching the issue of commitment to servant
leadership, Pastor D recognized the difference between talking and agreeing with servant
leadership ideas and actually carrying out a servant leadership ministry.
Interview question 7. Question 7 of the servant leadership seminar and course
evaluation also addressed the pastors’ willingness to recommend the SLTP for other
leaders and potential leaders. Twelve recommended it for both pastors and lay leaders; in
the Church, some connected the training with “succeeding” in ministry. Five did not
include laypersons but recommended the SLTP for pastors and linked it with “practicing
Jesus’ true leadership in ministry.”
In spite of attempts to urge candor and forthright responses by the interviewees, I
remain a bit suspicious. The desire to be respectful and deferential to leaders and teachers
is so strong that the responses may still be somewhat influenced by the pastors’ and
students’ inclination to answer in ways pleasing to me.
Servant Leadership Seminar Evaluation
My “Further Evaluation Questions” instrument (Appendix B) provided evaluative
information from six perspectives.
Question 1: helpfulness. All of the pastors indicated the seminar was very
helpful to them, and all of them had come to see the need for change in the Myanmar
Wesleyan Church in regard to its approach to leadership. In addition eight of the
respondents indicated the seminar was particularly helpful in the areas of understanding
God’s call and in the concept of sharing responsibility. Nine mentioned the implications
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of humility for leadership as particularly helpful.
Question 2: creativity. As explained to the participants in Mizo, the question
dealt with the creativity of the content of the presentation, whether the concepts were
new, creative, thought provoking or more of the same old thing. All of the pastors judged
the content of the material to be creative in this sense. These were new ideas or newly
applied ideas for all of them, they said.
Question 3: best and least liked parts. Four pastors indicated they liked best the
parts dealing with the needs for change in leadership style in the Myanmar Church and
the concept of sharing ministry, of involving laypersons more fully in ministry. Ten said
they liked best the section on humility and its implication for leadership style.
Respondents seemed not to indicate “least liked” items. This patter could indicate
that all of these responses highly endorsing or applauding the SLTP need to be taken with
some reservation. The very cultural characteristics addressed by this project also make it
difficult for these participants themselves to give any response judged impolite to the
teacher. The above idea is true in spite of numerous urgings by the teacher for candor.
Question 4: materials and schedule. Regarding materials, eleven of the
seventeen pastors thought sufficient material was presented to achieve the goals of the
brief seminar; six felt not enough. One pastor seemed confused by the question and said
there was both enough and too little. Regarding time, only three of the seventeen pastors
believed the retreat afforded enough time to cover the topics raised.
“Method concern” was taken to refer to the variety and amount of materials, in
other words, to the teacher’s use of lecture, handouts, and discussion as ways of
instruction. All of the pastors responding saw “enough” material and sufficient variety in
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the presentation.
Question 5: resources used. Question 5 dealt with the helpfulness of the “two
resources” used in the SLTP. These “resources” referred to the supplemental reading
given before the seminar. In fact only one resource finally was used because of the
prohibitive cost of providing the other I had planned to use.20
The resource I used was Andrew Murray’s Humility: The Beauty of Holiness. All
the pastors considered the resource helpful, and seven were satisfied with reading it in
English as it was distributed. Ten would have preferred to have the reading in Mizo. At
this point that was not possible because Murray’s text is not available in that language.
Question 6: suggestions. Question 6 asked for suggestions that would make the
SLTP more effective. All of the pastors suggested the need for more time. Nine suggested
more time for discussion, which could relate either to the length of the seminar or to the
amount of time devoted to discussion with the seminar as scheduled. In question four no
pastor mentioned more time be devoted to discussion itself but seemed to be looking for
more time overall. Five pastors plainly call for a longer seminar, covering more days.
Servant Leadership Component Evaluated by Students in the UBS Class
Five students at the UBS were interviewed and the results are as follows.
Postmodule interviews. In postmodule interviews all five of the students
evaluated the SLTP component of their Christian Leadership course at UBS very
positively (see Appendix E, question 6). The need in Myanmar for such pastoral ministry
and training was registered by four students (B, C, D, and E). Two (students C and E)
focused on their own needs. Student D suggested an annual SLTP, largely limited to once

20

Jerry C. Wofford. “Servant Leadership: How Humble is Your Service?” Transforming Christian
Leadership, pp. 157-85
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a year due to financial considerations. Interestingly one student (D) linked course content
to the perceived servant leadership demeanor of the instructor himself, who modeled the
mentoring mode of teaching in the SLTP. In the end all committed themselves to being
servant leaders and recognized their need for support and the grace of God actually to
lead in this way. Student A committed to training others in servant leadership.
All five of the students interviewed came away enthusiastically recommending
the course to others. For several of the students the SLTP provided categories with which
to understand some needs they had observed in the Church and clergy. The course also
challenged their own spiritual life and view of leadership.
Students A and B thought this course should be in the curriculum of every Bible
seminary. Some recommended the course for all leaders (B and E). Student D thought
everybody should take such a course and saw the applicability of the servant leadership
way to not only the Church but also the home and secular world.
Servant Leadership Course Evaluation
The servant leadership seminar/course evaluation instrument (see Appendix D)
was administered to the students following their SLTP. Data obtained provides more
detailed information for the evaluation of the UBS class component.
The evaluation instrument (Appendix D) has two sections. At the top a single
question stands regarding how much change had occurred in their view of leadership
under the influence of the seminar. I neglected to instruct the students to fill out this part
of the instrument. Consequently I have no significant data from this question.
The second section contains fourteen statements that follow directly the order of
the main topics discussed in the SLTP with both the pastors and students. Students
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responded to each statement using a scale valued from one to four, indicating whether the
SLTP was “unhelpful” (1), “somewhat unhelpful (2), “somewhat helpful” (3), or “very
helpful” (4).
No students indicated any section of the presentation as directly “unhelpful.” Any
negative responses they wished to register or questions they may have had about the
helpfulness were perhaps indicated in the “somewhat unhelpful” column.
The least helpful section of the SLTP according to this survey was the part
dealing with “God’s preparation of servant leaders” (Topic 4). Eleven of twenty found it
only somewhat helpful; none found it directly helpful. Topic five is the only item where
the majority of students found it somewhat unhelpful, but the response on this item was
2.45, solidly in the “somewhat unhelpful” assessment.
Four other topics failed to produce a mean score above the “somewhat unhelpful”
mark, though they were very close to that threshold and seemed distinctly more helpful
than the presentation on “God’s preparation of servant leaders.” Topics 1, 5, 3, and 2, in
ascending order of perceived helpfulness, had mean scores respectively of 2.8, 2.9, 2.95,
and 2.95. For all of these topics—“The need for change” in leadership approach (Topic
1), “The biblical foundation for servant leadership (Topic 5), “The meaning of
leadership” (topic 3) and “The challenge of servant leadership” (Topic 2)—the solid
majority of students found them “somewhat helpful.” In each case a few students (one to
three) found these parts of the presentation “very helpful.”
Four topics show mean scores from 3.1-3.45 (i.e., on the lower side of somewhat
helpful): topics 9, 6, 12, and 11. Topic 9, “Developing self and other leaders,” and Topic
12, “Jethro and Paul’s model of sharing ministry,” with mean scores respectively of 3.1
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and 3.2, had significant numbers of students who found the material “very helpful” (five
and six respectively). The solid majority (twelve of twenty) found them “somewhat
helpful.” In both cases a couple of students also registered that these were “somewhat
unhelpful.”
Regarding topics 6 and 11, “Leadership styles and behaviors” and “Servant
leaders and sharing ministry,” 50 percent or more of the students found the presentations
“very helpful.” The rest of the students registered “somewhat helpful/unhelpful” opinions
about these, slightly weighted toward “somewhat helpful.” For these two topics, a
significant number found the presentation “very helpful,” though nearly half the class
stood with some reservations as well.
Five of the fourteen topics show mean scores of 3.5-3.85. They stand, in other
words, on the topside of “somewhat helpful.” None of these topics have negative
assessment (i.e., any form of “unhelpful”). Three topics, numbers 8, 10, and 14, have ten
or eleven out of twenty assessing them as “very helpful.” The topics are these: topic 8,
“Ten essential qualities of servant leadership,” topic 10, “Theology of the laity,” and
topic 14, “What servant leadership is all about.” In addition to those who considered
these “very helpful,” in each case 50 percent or slightly less called them “somewhat
helpful.”
Two topics, 7 and 13, received highest marks, with sixteen of twenty and
seventeen of twenty respectively (over 80 percent) judging these presentations to be
“very helpful.” Topic 7 treated “The servant-leader’s responsibilities,” and topic 13
covered “Servant leadership and humility.”
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Summary of Findings
The following is the summary of the findings around the research questions,
which guided the project. Questions 1 and 2 dealt with changes in the participants’
understandings of the role of the pastor as a servant leader and with attitudes, behaviors,
and commitments requisite to servant leadership. Research question 3 sought to evaluate
the helpfulness of the SLTP in influencing these understandings and commitments.
1. The study confirmed the problems of authoritarian and control-oriented
leadership assumed and addressed by the project.
2. Pastors and students began with almost the same stance in relationship to these
problems, moderately affirming servant leadership but entangled in cultural
behaviors at odds with this affirmation.
3. Both pastors and students, however, significantly altered their understandings
and commitments during the SLTP, the students dramatically reversing their
stance.
4. Thus the SLTP proved effective in influencing this change toward more
strongly held, profoundly understood servant leadership stance.
5. Participants themselves evaluated the SLTP as a whole as helpful in
shaping their views and in influencing their commitment to minister as servant
leaders. They also provided sufficient critique to enable revision and
enhancement of the SLTP.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Introduction
Burmese leadership culture in the church and society in general is saturated with
autocratic and top-down leadership expectations. Against this backdrop I designed a
servant leadership training process to help bring lasting leadership change, if possible, to
the leadership culture of the Wesleyan Church in Myanmar. The servant leadership
teaching was presented in a five-week component of a Christian Leadership class at
Union Biblical Seminary in Yangon and in more abbreviated form at a five-day pastors’
retreat also in Yangon. I surveyed pastors and seminary students regarding twenty-two
different items related to servant leadership both entering and concluding these training
experiences. Interviews with selected pastors and students looked at these items again.
Finally, students and pastors were given an opportunity to evaluate the training process.
This chapter summarizes the findings of this study, interprets, evaluates, and
reflects theologically on them. The chapter also relates these findings to relevant existing
knowledge and inquires regarding possible contributions to research methodology.
Limitations, unexpected discoveries, and finally practical applications of the findings
receive treatment.
Summary of Major Findings
The study solidly confirmed the problems of authoritarian, control-oriented
leadership assumed by and addressed by the project. Pastors and students began with
almost the same stance in relationship to these problems, moderately affirming servant
leadership but entangled in cultural behaviors at odds with this affirmation. Both pastors
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and students, however, significantly altered their understandings and commitments
during the SLTP, the students dramatically reversing their stance. Thus the SLTP proved
effective in influencing this change toward a more strongly held, profoundly understood
servant leadership stance. Participants themselves evaluated the SLTP as a whole as
helpful in shaping their views and in influencing their commitment to minister as servant
leaders. They also provided sufficient critique to enable revision and enhancement of the
SLTP.
Interpretation and Evaluation of Major Findings
Further analysis and reflection helps interpret and evaluate these findings.
Problems Assumed and Addressed by the Study
One major finding of the study actually precedes the research questions logically.
The data confirmed from various angles the problems assumed by and addressed by the
project: the problem of authoritarian, dictatorial leadership in the church in Myanmar and
its correlate lack of shared leadership and lay ministry. This non-servant or even antiservant stance registered as a significant problem in the pretests, the interviews and even
the evaluative instruments.
Entering Participants’ Views on Servant Leadership
The pastors and students began at almost the same place in their understandings
of and commitment to servant leadership roles, attitudes, and behaviors. According to the
mean scores on the Servant Leadership Survey, both groups moderately affirmed a
servant leadership stance but leaned toward the more traditional side of that bracket. At
some points—in the matters of lay participation in ministry, shared leadership and
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authority, and public deference to pastors—the students’ views proved more strongly
traditional than the views of the pastors as they began the SLTP.
As a matter of fact, this location in moderate affirmation of servant leadership is
largely due to strong servant stance responses on a very few items. For example, both
groups strongly affirmed the necessity of humility for successful pastoral leadership
(statement 12) The pastors largely agreed God called both clergy and lay persons to
minister (statement 1), which proved to be related to a balanced understanding of spiritual
gifts. They would not preclude congregations from making decisions related to the
church in their absence (statement 10), and denied that preaching was a “right” given
only to pastors (statement 15). Both of these responses seem grounded in expedience and
the practical necessities of carrying on in the church in Myanmar.
Consequently the pastors’ and also the students’ views of leadership and ministry
were more traditional or culturally captive in their approach to ministry than the mean
score on the Servant Leadership Survey indicated. Their endorsement of public
deference, control of committee agendas, expectations for preferred seats, and such were
more aligned with traditional Myanmar culture and a non-servant stance than with the
call of Jesus.
These findings mean that the Myanmar culture within the church and beyond it
poses a particular challenge for the development of servant leadership. The numerous
proponents of “servant leadership” reviewed in Chapter 2 all propounded leadership
styles, characteristics, and behaviors moving in a counter-cultural direction in Myanmar.
Emphases on respecting the judgment of persons lead (Greenleaf 295), enlisting the
efforts of a group (Galloway), on engaging and enabling others when they are not
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obligated (Smith 117), and inspiring (vs. commanding) confidence and support (DuBrin
2) are representative. Bass’ and Lewis’ “kinds of leaders” would put this sample
population’s entering leadership expectations at the opposite pole from servant leadership
(Bass 416-17; Lewis 85-86). Servant leadership development moves away from a vertical
flow of organizational power and away from a “focus on position and dominance, its
outcome, control, and submission to authority” (Learning to Lead 73).
The fact that the majority of my leadership resources wrote for a North American
readership and still felt compelled to treat servant leadership at length indicates that the
opposition to leadership resides at a deeper level than the obvious cultural differences
between Myanmar and North America. It implies that even (and perhaps especially)
leaders functioning in so-called “democratic” or “participatory” institutions do not
naturally lead as servants.
This data also raised the question of consistency between the participants’
espoused theology and their lived theology of ministry. Apparently the participants
entered the SLTP unaware of the contradiction between various behaviors and
expectations of their ministry and their theology of spiritual gifts and graces befitting
Christian ministry. The teachings commending servant leadership and exposing various
specific behaviors as contrary to Jesus’ teaching were “new,” “creative” ideas to them.
The Burmese, unfortunately, have no monopoly on this problem. The Burmese church,
like the Church in every culture, struggles with blindness to cultural captivity and the
fruit of its self-centeredness. As Howard A. Snyder says, the implications for Christian
ministry of the doctrine of the priesthood of all believers, which touches many of these
matters, “have seldom been drawn out,” quite likely “because these implications radically
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call into question the clergy-laity split” common to much church culture, let alone
Burmese church culture (Liberating the Church 169). Notably Ogden saw of this “clergylay bifurcation” as “the greatest single bottleneck” in the “new reformation” he saw
underway in the contemporary church (72). Happily, the Myanmar Church also manifests
its openness to the grace of God freely offered and to precisely the type of nurture offered
in the SLTP.
Alteration of Participants’ Views during the SLTP
Both the pastors and the students significantly altered their understandings and
commitments during the SLTP. Compared to the students and taken as a group, the
pastors experienced relatively limited change and did so within the category of
“moderately” affirming a servant leadership stance. Still the change was significant. At
some points the pastors showed clear reversal of their view toward a stronger servant
stance. Frequently the seminar clearly “unsettled” the pastors’ views, prompting
remarkable change in the configuration of responses in the group and the new thinking
this represented. The students, on the other hand, registered virtually wholesale change in
their views and commitments. Across the entire range of topics covered in the SLTP,
with very few exceptions—the use of deferential titles in addressing pastors and lay
administration of the sacraments, the students moved dramatically toward a strongly held
servant leadership stance.
Age could factor in this dramatically greater shift in the students’ views. As a
group they were considerably younger than the pastors. One might, perhaps, expect more
openness and pliability from them. The little, garbled information I did have on age
called this into question, however. More likely, from my present data, the UBS students’
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considerably longer exposure to the issues made a significant difference. The pastors
repeatedly expressed the desire for more time. The longer period of interaction with the
students also allowed me to develop something of a mentoring relationship with them and
to model servant leadership for these students in the process of the class itself, as God
enabled me. One student actually expressed this idea forcefully. It underscores Hiserote’s
insistence on the importance of coaching and mentoring in the development of new
leadership and vision (200). The effectiveness of this mentoring approach points directly
back to Jesus’ approach to shaping servant leaders—long-term, instruction in context and
by modeling and mentoring. The need for further theological and conceptual training and
skill building among the students and pastors appeared obvious. My findings incline me
to heed Conger’s warning that leadership development cannot be viewed simplistically. It
requires a long-term commitment involving organizational mechanisms to sustain and
integrate its effects (Learning to Lead 199).
Helpfulness of SLTP in Effecting Change toward Servant Leader Stance
The result follows from these demonstrated changes in the participants toward the
adoption of servant leadership understandings, attitudes, and behaviors that the SLTP
proved effective in fostering this change. (The project’s instruments used the term
“helpful” in terms of “effecting change” to get at this point) The training program was
the only known dependent variable relating to the issues of servant leadership in the two
settings where the SLTP was offered.
Participants evaluated the SLTP as a whole as helpful in shaping their views of
Christian ministry and leadership and in influencing their commitment to minister as
servant leaders. According to the assessments, they encountered ideas new to them.
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Pastors and students agreed that the most helpful presentations were those covering (1)
matters of leadership style, (2) shared ministry, and (3) the meaning and implications of
humility. The evaluative instruments provided sufficient critique of the pastors’ retreat
and the UBS module to enable significant revision of the curriculum and schedule of the
presentations.
The SLTP actually calls for complex and profound change. The change entails not
only conceptual revision but challenge of deeply engrained cultural and worldview
issues. Movement toward servant leadership for all persons also demands spiritual selfassessment and surrender of tightly held expectations and preferences. Becoming a
servant leader requires not simply the embracing of new ideas but surrender to the will of
God and to God’s renovating, culture-transforming grace. No wonder the pastors
experienced the retreat as an unsettling, dislocating experience, challenging them directly
to profound change. As one pastor responded in the interviews, “But when they [the
Burmese people] understand the meaning of Jesus’ washing his disciples’ feet, this will
impress them that Christian ministry is a humble ministry, the fruit of humility, the power
of the cross.”
The reality of the complex intellectual, spiritual, and personal change involved in
developing servant leaders leads me to think Gangel’s list of items that make leadership
“distinctively Christian” needs to be expanded (85). Without depreciating the
distinctively Christian matters he notes, my findings would enlarge his list beyond
primarily doctrinal concerns to include attitudes and behaviors critical to servant
leadership: (1) the practice of servant leadership, (2) freely shared ministry with the
gifted body of Christ, and (3) respect of lay persons as brothers and sisters in Christ to be
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served, not viewed as sources of deference and adulation. Ogden calls for renewed
attention to “conversion, sanctification, call, and redeemed human fallenness” to release
the whole church for ministry (138).
Significantly, the pastors and students I studied found selected biblical resources
most helpful in opening the way for addressing the espoused theology-lived theology gap
noted above as well as several sensitive cultural preferences. Biblical portrayal of the
Father’s own giving in love (John 3:16-19; Rom. 8:31-39), Jesus’ dramatization of
“servant leadership” in washing his disciples’ feet (John 13:1-17), and the Son’s
unprecedented self-giving in humbling himself to take the form a human, a servant,
obedient unto death (Phil. 2:5-11) had direct impact in opening the way for further
instruction. Jethro’s counsel toward shared leadership (Exod. 18) and Paul’s example of
shared ministry also proved effective. The impact of these biblical passages took the
study full circle back to its biblical and theological foundations. These foundations may
be of particular note in this study of leadership instruction in a Burmese context in that
non-Western, non-European writers peopled and produced those primary sources.
All of the students and a number of the pastors committed themselves to the
servant leader life. That journey has just begun. Where it will lead proves difficult to
predict for the SLTP provoked surprising results. The SLTP focused on servant
leadership in the Church, but it prompted participants to think of the implications of this
teaching for other arenas in the culture at large and for other specific aspects of ministry
such as evangelism among the prevailing Buddhist culture and dialogue with Roman
Catholics.
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Implications for Revising Current Literature and Knowledge
This study’s findings echo views and findings common in other leadership and
ecclesiological literature urging the Church to live and minister as servants of Christ
against the drag of fallen culture and its own self-centeredness and blindness. It confirms
the relevance of these calls by showing the same need and opportunity for sanctification
and service in the image of Christ in the specific cultural context of Myanmar. It also
confirms the possibilities for change and redemption in this culture.
To my knowledge no other similar or related specific analyses of Myanmar’s
Church in this regard exists. Thus, in the literature regarding this particular Burmese
context, this study breaks new ground. It provides data regarding specific behaviors,
customs, and expectations of this culture, their presence or absence in the sector of the
Myanmar Church studied, and the possible significance of this data. It demonstrates the
effectiveness of at least one approach to illuminating and rectifying this problem, the
educational approach, using a retreat and a formal class setting. Findings showed the
extended class to be the more effective of the two for these participants.
Possible Contributions to Research Methodology
This study may contribute to research methodology by questioning the reliability
of the interview method in Myanmar and other heavily deferential cultures. None of the
interviewees directly expressed negative views to the interviewer when asked about the
helpfulness of the SLTP, including the students. This was true in spite of the fact that I
stressed the appropriateness of actually offering criticism of the experience and
underscored my eagerness as their teacher for their honest assessment and candid
responses to questions. Additionally, the interviews were private, with only the student or

Liana 127
pastor, my secretary and I present. On the other hand, the students were able to register
whether topics in the UBS class were actually helpful or not when they used the Servant
Leadership Course Evaluation instrument (see Appendix D), an anonymous, written
instrument. This could indicate that the interview responses were overly positive. It might
help if no one else but the participant and the interviewer were present.
Also, even though my data differentiating age groups was garbled to the point of
being of no formal use, what information I did have underscored the value of having this
additional information in this sort of study in Myanmar and similar cultures.
Limitations of the Study and
General Suggestions for Further Research
In hindsight an important limitation of the study was my failure to validate the
topical coherence of the scales constructed by the statements clustered around the four
variables: the call, authority, ministry, and general matters (see Appendix C). Inclusion of
this procedure would raise the certainty of conclusions drawn concerning from these
scales.
I studied the attitudes, behaviors, and expectations of a specific micro-culture—
pastors and students of the Wesleyan Church of Myanmar and likeminded students from
other churches in Myanmar. One could, therefore, not generalize these specific findings
except, perhaps, to other similar church populations in Myanmar.
As I have mentioned above, however, some of the findings were representative of
the human situation. Thus one might expect similar results if this study were replicated
elsewhere if cultural equivalents were found for the Burmese-specific indicators of
matters such as status, rank, expectation of deference, and possession and use of
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authority. Such a study and its comparison with this work would prove interesting.
Analysis of my data showed the need for more theological and cultural precision
in the formulation of statements such as those in my Servant Leadership Survey (see
Appendix C). I can see that clearer statements regarding the/a call, better isolation of the
role of the church polity and discipline in influencing responses regarding administration
of the sacraments, and sharper focus in statements regarding dress practices would have
strengthened my study.
Studies of other Christian populations in Myanmar could prove beneficial to the
national church. This seems especially inviting in view of the fact that the presentations
on servant leadership broached new topics and opened new doors for the participants in
my study. The data seemed to commend extending the teaching and the study to other
arenas of religious and secular Myanmar culture such as family life.
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APPENDIX A
Curriculum for the Servant Leadership Seminar and Course
Lectures
Lecture 1

Proposed Topics
I.

II.

III.

Lecture 2

I.

II.
III.
Lecture 3

I.

II.

Lecture 4

III.
I.

II.

III.

Lecture 5

IV.
I.

Introduction
A.
Introducing the participants
B.
Introducing the course
The Need for Change (Diss.)
A.
In each family
B.
In different organizations
C.
In the Church (each denomination)
The Challenge of Servant Leadership
A.
Culturally
B.
Politically
C.
Religiously
The Meaning of Leadership (Diss.)
A.
What is leadership?
B.
What is servant leadership?
Biblical Foundations of Servant Leadership
Jesus’ leadership model
How God Prepares His Servant Leaders?
Eight points
Leadership Styles and Behaviors (PL)
A.
Autocratic leaders
B.
Democratic leaders
C.
Situational leaders
Servant Leader’s Responsibilities (Diss)
A.
To cast vision
B.
To bring change
C.
To have influence
D.
To earn trust
E.
To practice good attitudes
F.
To handle conflicts appropriately
Ten Essential Qualities of a Servant Leader
Developing Self and Other Leaders (JM)
A.
Examining self for leadership
B.
Servant leaders and self-disciplines
C.
Selecting potential leaders
D.
Nurturing potential leaders
E.
Equipping potential leaders
F.
Coaching a dream team of leaders
Theology of the Laity (MS&HK)
A.
Laity in the Bible
B.
Laity in Christian history
C.
Equipping the laity
Servant Leaders and Sharing Ministry (JG)
John Wesley and lay ministry
Jethro and Paul’s model of sharing ministry
Servant Leadership and Humility (AM)
A.
The secret of the creature and
redemption
B.
In the life and teaching of Jesus
C.
In the disciples of Jesus and believers

1.
2.

3.
4.

1.
2.
3.

1.
2.
3.

4.

1.
2.

3.

4.
5.

1.
2.

Assignment or Discussion
Topics
Completion of the
Pretest survey
What do you expect to
receive from this
seminar or course?
Why do we need to
change?
How does servant
leadership challenge you
and your society?
How would you define
leadership?
How do you understand
servant leadership?
How has God prepared
you?
As what kind of leader
do you define yourself?
What are a leader’s
responsibilities?
Which one of the six
leadership
responsibilities are you
not fully practicing?
What kind of leadership
qualities do you most
possess and lack?
How important is selfdiscipline in leadership?
Do you really believe
that laypeople are called
to ministries?
Why do pastors need to
share ministry with the
laity?
What kind of ministries
can laypeople do?
What did you learn from
these servant leadership
models?
What is true humility?
Describe the most
humble person you
know. What hinders
leaders in being humble
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II.

III.

D.
Faith, death of self, and Exaltation
What Servant Leadership Is All About (JWF)
A.
Service to God and to humans
B.
Who is a servant leader
Closing Comments and Discussion

3.
4.

today?
How do you understand
servant leadership?
Completion of the
posttest surveys

Text Books
Required Reading
1.

Andrew Murray. Humility: The Beauty of Holiness. Fort Washington, PA:
Christian Literature Crusade, 1980.

2.

Jerry C. Wofford. “Servant Leadership: How Humble Is Your Service?”
Transforming Christian Leadership: 10 Exemplary Church Leaders. Grand
Rapids: Baker Books, 1999. Chap. 8.

Collateral Reading
1.

Phillip V. Lewis. Transformational Leadership. Nashville: Broadman, 1996.

2.

John W. Kirkpatrick. “A Theology of Servant Leadership.” Diss. Fuller
Theological Seminary, 1988.

3.

James L. Garlow. Partners in Ministry. Kansas City: Beacon Hill, 1981.
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APPENDIX B
Servant Leadership Seminar: Further Evaluation Questions
Please complete the following questionnaire and mail it to Morris Liana, 2/20
Hlaing Minmoe Buildings. Kan Street, Hlaing Township, Yangon within the next few
days following your interview. Your cooperation is incredibly helpful and greatly
appreciated. Your name does not need to be included.

1.

Was the Servant Leadership Training Process helpful to you? If Yes/No, in what
area?

2.

Was the material presented with creativity?

3.

What did you like best about the presentation, and what did you like the least in
this Servant Leadership Training Process?

4.

Was there too much, too little, or just enough information presented during the
seminar?

A.

Material concerns?

B.

Time concerns?

C.

Method concerns?

5.

Were the two resources used in this training process helpful? What suggestions do
you have?

6.

What suggestions do you have for the Servant Leadership Training Process to
make it more effective and practical in the future?

7.

Would you recommend this training program for other leaders and potential
leaders? If so, why?
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APPENDIX C
Servant Leadership Survey
; 21-30
; 31-40
; 41-50
;
Under 20
51-60
; above 60
Years in Ministry: 1-10
; 11-20
; 21-30
; 31 and above
Date:
; Pastor (P) / Student (S)
Age:

Describe what you believe is your present leadership responses related to the following
leadership situations. Circle the choice that best indicates the extent of your agreement or
disagreement as it describes your response to these situations.
SD = Strongly Disagree
SA = Strongly Agree
D = Disagree
A = Agree
MD = Moderately Disagree
MA = Moderately Agree

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.
8.
9.
10.

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

STATEMENT
God’s call to minister is primarily for pastors and
missionaries.
Pastors should lead every committee meeting in the
local church.
Pastors, not laypersons, are primarily responsible to
visit and pray for congregation.
If possible a pastor should be seated on a chair.
Laypeople in the congregation should receive ministry
rather than do ministry.
Pastors should expect laypersons to offer their seats to
them when they enter a room, if no other chairs are
available.
People should wear dress clothes to worship at church.
Because of their special call, pastors should have
dominant authority in the local church.
Pastors should be active in and present at every
ministry in the local church.
When the pastor is away from the church the
congregation should not make decisions related to the
church.
The pastor should develop committee-meeting
agendas without consulting lay leaders.
Humility is necessary for successful pastoral
leadership.
The Lord’s Supper and baptism are to be administered
only by pastors.
The pastor should always be regarded as above the
people in rank.
Preaching is a “right” given only to the pastors.
The congregation should address the pastor as
“Reverend or Doctor so and so,” or “Sir/Madam.”
Pastors have more responsibilities than do lay leaders
in caring for members’ spiritual needs.

SD

D

MD

MA

A

SA

SD

D

MD

MA

A

SA

SD

D

MD

MA

A

SA

SD
SD

D
D

MD
MD

MA
MA

A
A

SA
SA

SD

D

MD

MA

A

SA

SD
SD

D
D

MD
MD

MA
MA

A
A

SA
SA

SD

D

MD

MA

A

SA

SD

D

MD

MA

A

SA

SD

D

MD

MA

A

SA

SD

D

MD

MA

A

SA

SD

D

MD

MA

A

SA

SD

D

MD

MA

A

SA

SD
SD

D
D

MD
MD

MA
MA

A
A

SA
SA

SD

D

MD

MA

A

SA
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18. Pastors should wear a suit and tie or minister’s robe
when they preach.
19. Pastors should see themselves as servants of their
congregations.
20. If possible a pastor should be seated on a chair.
21. Performing baptism, marriage, funeral, memorial, and
thanksgiving services is a “right” given only to
pastors.
22. The congregation should become silent when the
pastor enters the meeting (worship) room.

SD

D

MD

MA

A

SA

SD

D

MD

MA

A

SA

SD
SD

D
D

MD
MD

MA
MA

A
A

SA
SA

SD

D

MD

MA

A

SA
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APPENDIX D
Servant Leadership Seminar/Course Evaluation
; 21-30
; 31-40
; 41-50
;
Under 20
51-60
; above 60
Years in Ministry: 1-10
; 11-20
; 21-30
; 31 and above
Date:
; Pastor (P)/Student (S)
Age:

How much change in your view of leadership has been influenced by this seminar?
Low
Some
High
1
2
3
4
5
Rate the following topics in reference to the influence each had on any change in
your view of leadership.

Seminar Topics

Low

Some

High

1. The Challenges of Servant leadership

1

2

3

4

5

2. The Nature of Leadership

1

2

3

4

5

3. The Meaning of Leadership

1

2

3

4

5

4. Biblical Foundations of Servant leadership

1

2

3

4

5

5. God’s Preparation for Servant leaders

1

2

3

4

5

6. Developing Your Leadership Skills

1

2

3

4

5

7. Leadership Behaviors

1

2

3

4

5

8. Crucial Leadership Responsibilities

1

2

3

4

5

9. Developing Other Leaders

1

2

3

4

5

10. Issues of Effective Servant leaders

1

2

3

4

5

11. Servant Leaders and Discipleship

1

2

3

4

5

12. Theology of the Laity

1

2

3

4

5

13. Serving through Spiritual Gifts

1

2

3

4

5

14. Servant leaders Share Ministry with the Laity

1

2

3

4

5

15. Servant leaders and Small Group Ministry

1

2

3

4

5
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APPENDIX E
Servant Leadership Seminar/Course Evaluation
Interview Questions
1. How do you understand God’s call to ministry for both pastors and laity?
2. How do you define “servant leader?” Is servant leadership applicable to Myanmar
ministry? Why?
3. Who is responsible for leading the committee meetings, home visitation, and
preaching in the church?
4. In your opinion, what does Jesus’ washing of his disciples’ feet have to do with
Christian leadership?
5. What would be the three most important characteristics of servant leadership for
Myanmar ministry?
6. Was this program helpful for you? Then how do you see yourself regarding
servant leadership after taking this course?
7. Would you recommend this training program for other leaders? Why?
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